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Reference  room  of  Roharts  Library  seen  from  Government  Periodicals  mezzanine 


Hundreds  visit  Robarts  Library 
‘one  of  finest  on  the  continent’ 


Impressive  praise  for  the  John  Robarts 
Research  Library  has  come  from  Bertha 
Bassam,  former  head  of  the  School  (now 
Faculty)  of  Library,  Science.  “Just  won- 
derful”, was  how  Dr.  Bassam  expressed 
her  admiration  for  the  newly  operating 
building.  “There  will  be  space  here  for 
years  to  come”  she  continued,  pleased  at 
how  the  building  was  planned  to  ac- 
commodate future  as  well  as  present 
needs.  “With  the  wealth  of  its  collection, 
it  ranks  as  one  of  the  finest  libraries  on 
the  continent.” 

Dr.  Bassam  made  her  comment  at 
the  Robarts  Library  open  house  on  Aug. 
30,  when  several  hundred  visitors  toured 
the  building.  Few  of  the  guests  were  as 
shrewd  in  their  appraisal  of  what  makes 
a good  library  as  Dr.  Bassam,  but  most 
of  them  were  no'  less  impressed.  The 
open  house  attracted  friends  of  the  Uni- 
versity, librarians  from  as  far  away  as 
Hamilton  and  Kingston,  and  Toronto 
residents  just  curious  to  explore  the 
building  they  had  read  so  much  about. 
John  Boxer,,  a construction  engineer  who 
brought  his  family  along,  was  particu- 
larly taken  with  the  system  for  request- 
ing books  and  having  them  delivered  by 
sophisticated  conveyor  belts  that  snake 
through  the  stacks  and  circulation  areas. 

Library  staff  members  conducted  visi- 
tors through  the  towering  triangular 
structure.  In  the  entrance  foyer,  an  ex- 


hibit with  films  and  narration  sketched 
the  history  of  the  University  library  sys- 
tem, including  the  disastrous  fire  at  Uni- 
versity College  in  1890  that  destroyed 
all  the  University’s  books  but  those  on 
loan  at  the  time. 

Escalators  took  visitors  to  the  next  two 
of  the  five  floors  open  to  the  general 
public.  They  saw  the  spacious  new  head- 
quarters for, the  microtext  and  audio- 
visual services  on  the  third  floor,  and 
the  photo  duplication  and  readers’  ser- 
vice areas. 

The  operational  heart  of  the  library 
system  is  the  fourth  floor.  Here  is  the 
catalogue  which  lists  the  great  collec- 
tion housed  in  the  building  as  well  as 
books  in  individual  departmental  li- 
braries. The  Reference  Room  holds 
28,000  books  of  its  own,  with  a separate 
catalogue,  and  the  Current  Periodicals 
section  makes  available  3600  titles,  only 
a part  of  the  24,000  journals  the  library 
as  a whole  receives.  Dominating  the  floor 
is  the  circulation  desk  with  its  efficient, 
number-coded  book  retrieval  system. 

Elevators  whisked  guests  up  to  the 
library  stacks,  occupying  the  ninth 
through  the  thirteenth  levels.  An  eye- 
catching stack  pattern,  colour-coded  to 
facilitate  access  to  books,  brightens  the 
book-storage  areas,  usually  the  drabbest 
parts  of  a library.  Visitors  inspected  the 
( See  page  4,  col.  1 ) 


Academic  appointments  policy 
and  procedure  are  recommended 
by  the  President’s  task  force 


A 25,000  word  report  with  detailed 
recommendations  for  policy  and  pro- 
cedures governing  academic  appoint- 
ments at  the  University  of  Toronto  has 
been  submitted  to  President  John  Evans 
by  the  11-member  task  force  he  ap- 
pointed last  January. 

Among  the  principal  recommenda- 
tions of  the  task  force  are  these: 

The  continuation  of  tenure  as  “the 
best  method  so  far  devised  to  recognize 
the  autonomy  and  integrity  of  the 
scholar’s  pursuit  of  knowledge”; 

Maintenance  of  the  present  academic 
rank  structure:  Lecturer,  Assistant  Pro- 
fessor, Associate  Professor,  Professor, 
with  the  addition  of  the  designations  of 
Senior  Instructor  and  Instructor  in  cer- 
tain areas,  and  the  continuation  of  the 
title  University  Professor  for  a maximum 
of  15  senior  scholars  on  the  teaching 
staff  who  have  made  particularly  not- 


able contributions  to  teaching  and  re- 
search; 

Provision  for  a University  promotions 
committee,  a recommendation  the  task 
force  made  “somewhat  reluctantly”; 

A periodic  Presidential  review  of  per- 
formance and  quality  in  divisions,  in 
departments  of  multi-departmental  divi- 
sions, and  in  centres  and  institutes; 

Encouragement  of  part-time  teaching 
appointments; 

Consideration  of  ways  and  means  to 
permit  early  retirement. 

Virtually  ihe  entire  text  of  the  Task 
Force  report,  apart  from  its  appendices, 
is  contained  in  a special  8-page  supple- 
ment of  this  Bulletin. 

The  editor  of  the  Bulletin  will  welcome 
correspondence  regarding  the  report  and 
will  endeavour  to  publish  as  much  of  it  as 
possible.  Comments  may  also  be  sent  to 
the  Office  of  the  Provost. 


COMING  EVENTS 

Friday  7 September 

LECTURE:  Chemistry  — “One  Election  Transfer  Processes  in  Pseudosnar  Reactions 
Promoted  by  Crown  Ethers”.  Prof.  G.  Modena,  Institute  of  Organic  Chemistry, 
University  of  Padua.  158  Lash  Miller  Chemical  Laboratories.  4 p.m.  (SGS  and 
Chemistry) 

Wednesday  12  September 

SEMINAR:  Medicine  — “Inside  the  Ribosome:  The  Interaction  between  Ribosomal 
Proteins  and  Ribosomal  RNA”.  Dr.  George  Mackie,  Departement  de  Biologie  Mole- 
culaire,  Universite  de  Geneve,  417  Rest  Institute.  4 p.m.  (Banting  and  Best) 

PARTY:  Opening  Cocktail  Party.  Faculty  Club.  6 p.m. 

Friday  14  September 

LECTURE:  Chemistry  - “<t-w  Conjugation  of  Carbon-metal  Bonds”.  Prof.  T.  G. 
Traylor,  University  of  California,  San  Diego,  161  Lash  Miller  Chemical  Laboratories. 
4 p.m.  (Chemistry) 

Monday  17  September 

LECTURE:  Planning  - “Getting  Away”  - a study  of  the  psychological  implications 
of  open  planning.  David  Hamilton-Eddy,  teacher  in  psychology  and  architecture 
at  three  of  London’s  polytechnics.  Room  103,  230  College  St.  W.  (Architecture) 

Friday  21  September 

BUFFET  SUPPER:  Faculty  Club  — Reception  5.30—6.30  p.m.  Buffet  6.30—8.30  p.m. 

Tuesday  2 October 

LECTURE:  Medicine  — “The  Development  and  Future  of  Neurosciences”.  Prof. 
Herbert  Jasper,  University  of  Montreal,  2172  Medical  Sciences  Building.  5 p.m. 
(Neuroscience  Institute) 

Tuesday  9 October 

LECTURE:  Medicine  - “Central  Dopaminergic  Neurons”.  Dr.  S.  B.  Bunney,  Yale 
Medical  School.  2172  Medical  Sciences  Building.  5 p.m.  (Neuroscience  Institute) 

Thursday  11  October 

THEATRE  - “Leaven  of  Malice”  by  Robertssn  Davies.  Hart  House  Theatre.  Oct. 
11-30,  except  for  Sunday  and  Monday.  (Centre  for  Study  of  Drama) 

Friday  12  October 

SUPPER:  Faculty  Club  - Lobster  Buffet  Supper.  Reception  5.30-6.30  p.m.  Buffet 
6.30-8.30  p.m. 


University  changes  fee  system  for  1973-74 


M.  E.  Dedrick,  Director  of  Finance, 
announces  that  “at  the  urging  of  the 
provincial  government  and  in  the  in- 
terests of  dealing  as  equitably  and  uni- 
formly as  possible  with  all  students”, 
changes  in  fees  administration  are  being 
made  in  the  1973-74  academic  year. 
Mr.  Dedrick  sets  out  these  highlights: 
All  students  (except  those  in  the 
summer  session)  whose  academic  fees 
exceed  $50  have  the  option  of  paying  in 
two  instalments,  with  an  instalment 
charge  of  $12  for  full-time  students  (un- 


changed) and  $6  for  part-time  students. 

The  penalty  for  late  payment  has  been 
reduced  from  $15  to  $10.  Interest  on  all 
delinquent  fees  will  be  charged  at  the 
rate  of  1 per  cent  a month  on  the  out- 
standing balance. 

Refunds  of  fees  to  all  students  with- 
drawing from  a course  will  be  calcu- 
lated on  the  pro-rata  system  (refunds 
for  part-time  students  were  formerly 
calculated  under  a “block”  system). 

Questions  may  be  directed  to  the  Fees 
Department  in  the  Office  of  the  Comp- 
troller, 928-2142. 
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London  gives  David  Mettrick  DSc 
for  intestinal  parasite  work 


Dr.  Mettrick  in  his  laboratory 


Dr.  David  F.  Mettrick,  who  became 
associate  chairman  of  the  Department 
of  Zoology  on  July  1,  has  been  granted 
the  degree  of  Doctor  of  Science  by  the 
University  of  London  for  his  work  on 
the  ecology  and  physiology  of  intestinal 
parasites.  London  grants  its  D.Sc.  degree 
“only  for  published  work  of  a high 
standard  such  as  would  give  a candi- 
date an  international  authoritative  stand- 
ing” and  that  represents  “a  significant 
advancement  of  knowledge”. 

Dr.  Mettrick’s  special  interest  is  in 
parasitic  worms  and  their  effects  on  the 
intestinal  tracts  of  mammals.  In  pro- 
viding the  first  detailed  picture  of  the 
behaviour  of  certain  round  worms  and 
tape  worms  in  the  lower  gut  of  the  rat,  he 
has  provided  a logical  explanation  of 
how  a relatively  few  worms  can  kill  man 
and  domesticated  animals.  He  has  shown 
that  the  observed  physiological  changes 
in  infected  mammals  are  “only  the  tip 
of  an  iceberg”  and  that,  in  fact,  the 
whole  physiology  of  intestinal  digestion 
and  absorption  is  completely  upset. 

His  discovery  that  round  worms  move 
up  and  down  the  small  intestine,  staying 
always  where  there  is  most  food,  ex- 
plains the  high  incidence  of  intestinal 
obstruction  reported  in  countries  like 


India  at  times  of  religious  fasting.  With 
little  food  in  the  gut,  it  seems  that  the 
worms  migrate  upwards  to  the  point 
where  the  stomach  joins  the  intestine, 
jostling  for  position  in  their  competition 
for  any  small  amounts  of  food  that  pass 
along  the  tract.  Prof.  Mettrick  has  also 
shown  that,  as  worms  migrate  along  the 
gut,  their  presence  is  accompanied  by  a 
steep  rise  in  acidity  of  the  intestinal  fluid 
and  a consequent  reduction  in  the  capa- 
city of  the  gut  wall  to  absorb  nutrients 
and  water.  Such  nutrients  as  are  ab- 
sorbed by  the  gut  wall  tend  to  stay 
there,  rather  than  to  pass  on  via  the 
blood  stream  to  the  liver. 

A further  effect  of  the  acidity  is  a 
drop  of  up  to  50  per  cent  in  the  bac- 
terial population  of  the  gut,  causing  a 
profound  change  in  local  body  chemis- 
try. His  work  indicates  that,  in  people 
and  animals  that  are  already  living  near 
the  starvation  level,  the  presence  rf 
parasitic  worms  can  cut  by  25  per  cent 
the  body’s  calorific  uptake  from  food 
such  as  there  is. 

Dr.  Mettrick  is  a member  of  the  Coun- 
cil of  the  Canadian  Society  of  Zoologists, 
member  of  the  National  Research  Coun- 
cil Grants  Committee  for  Animal  Biology 
and  of  the  Editorial  Board  of  Experi- 
mental Parasitology. 


Research  Administration  telephone  numbers 


The  Office  of  Research  Administra- 
tion, which  is  charged  with  processing 
all  grant  applications  and  the  manage- 
ment of  grants  awarded,  has  recently 
reorganized  its  telephone  system.  It  is 
important  that  all  researchers  in  the 
University  become  aware  of  the  new 
numbers,  which  are  as  follows: 

General  enquiries:  Extension  2163; 
Application  enquiries  (when  and 
where  to  apply  for  funds;  forms  re- 
quired; status  of  existing  applications; 
proposed  budgets;  management  of 
grants;  etc.):  Extension  2874; 


Use  of  human  subjects  (Miss  Dy- 
mond’s  personal  secretary):  Extension 
5585; 

Animal  care:  Extension  5587; 

Inventions,  patents  and  licensing:  Ex- 
tension 7018. 

Application  forms  ready 
for  research  grants 

Application  forms  for  research  grants 
for  University  staff  are  available  from 
Mrs.  Lorna  Adams  at  the  Office  of  Re- 
search Administration  at  928-2874. 


STAFF  NOTES 


Arts  and  Science 

Prof.  J.  B.  Jones  presented  a paper,  co- 
authors Dr.  Y.  Y.  Lin  and  Mr.  D.  N. 
Palmer,  on  “Some  New  Aspects  of  the 
Steoreospecificity  of  a-Chymotrypsin”  at 
the  Ninth  International  Congress  of  Bio- 
chemistry, Stockholm,  July  1-7.  On  July  19, 
he  also  gave  an  invited  talk  at  the  University 
of  Cambridge  on  “Some  Applications  of  En- 
zymes in  Synthetic  Organic  Chemistry”. 

Prof.  Aziz  Ahmad  attended  the  XXIXth 
International  Congress  of  Orientalists  held 
at  Paris,  July  16-22,  and  presented  two 
papers:  “The  Shrinking  Frontiers  of  Islam” 
and  “The  Fall  of  the  Second  Republic  of 
’Pakistan”. 

Profs.  A.  K.  Warder,  J.  Masson,  R.  M. 
Smith  and  T.  Venkatacharya  attended  and 
gave  papers  at  the  29th  International  Con- 
gress of  Orientalists  in  Paris  in  July:  Prof. 
Warder  on  “Notes  on  a Search  for  Manu- 
scripts in  India”;  Prof.  Masson  on  “The 
Childhood  of  Krsna”  and  “India  and  the 
Unconscious  - Erik  Erikson  on  Ghandi”; 
and  Prof.  Venkatacharya  on  “The  Nalakirti- 
kaumudi”. 

Prof.  A.  K.  Warder  attended  the  Royal 
Asiatic  Society  Sesquicentenary  Symposium 
in  London,  July  25-27,  and  read  a paper 
on  “The  Undeciphered  Languages”. 

Applied  Science 
and  Engineering 

Prof.  Morris  Wayman  and  Dr.  T.  I. 
Obiaga  attended  the  Fourth  Canadian  Con- 
ference on  Wood  Chemistry  in  Quebec,  July 

Minutes  of  SGS 

Summary  of  the  Minutes,  Council  of 
the  School  of  Graduate  Studies,  June  19, 
1973: 

Business  arising  from  the  minutes 
Associate  Dean  Parker  reported  that 
the  Executive  Committee  of  Division  I 
had  denied  two  student  appeals  against 
a Department’s  recommendation  that  de- 
gree candidacy  be  terminated. . 

Report  of  the  Dean 

Dean  Safarian  reported  that:  Prof.  Ian 
Baxter  (Law)  had  agreed  to  chair  the 
new  Applications  and  Memorials  Com- 
mittee of  Council;  he  had  had  further 
discussions  with  Canada  Council  officers 
with  respect  to  the  proportion  of  awards 
received  by  this  University;  of  a total  of 
100  Canada  Council  Master’s  scholar- 
ships, 10  were  awarded  to  students  at 
this  University;  of  those  awarded  across 
Canada  thirty-three  students  had  stated 
the  University  of  Toronto  as  first  pre- 
ference, twenty-four  stated  this  Univer- 
sity as  the  only  preference;  continuing 
consideration  is  being  given  to  the  ques- 
tion of  deadlines  for  course  changes. 

Reports  of  the  Associate  Deans 
Division  II: 

Associate  Dean  Zakuta  reported,  for 
information,  that  the  Degree  Committee 
had  approved  a recommendation  from 
the  Department  of  Educational  Theory 
that  a student  be  permitted  to  spend  the 
final  year  of  required  Ph.D.  residence 
off-campus;  requested  approval  for  two 
changes  in  Division  II’s  1973-74  Degree 
Committee  membership:  Prof.  M.  E. 
Cockshutt  (Library  Science)  to  replace 
Prof.  I.  K.  McLean  ( Library  Science); 
Prof.  J.  Whitney  (Geography)  to  replace 
Prof.  J.  Simmons  (Geography).  Council 
approved  the  recommendations. 

Division  III: 

Associate  Dean  Butler  reported,  on 
behalf  of  Associate  Dean  Scott,  that:  the 
Executive  Committee  had  unanimously 
approved  in  principle  a Master  of  Engi- 
neering program  in  the  area  of  produc- 
tion engineering.  [The  proposal  is  to 
offer  existing  courses  in  this  area  in  the 
evening  at  Seneca  College;  students 
would  register  for  the  degree  in  one 
rf  the  following  University  of  Toronto 
departments : Industrial  Engineering, 

Mechanical  Engineering,  Metallurgy  and 
Materials  Science];  the  Executive  Com- 
mittee had  held  two  meetings  on  . an 
appeal  for  a reconstituted  Ph.D.  final 
oral  examination  and  had  unanimously 
denied  the  appeal. 

Proposed  Establishment  of  a Centre 
for  Religious  Studies 

Council  approved  a recommendation 


3 to  6,  where  they  delivered  a paper 
“The  Modular  Structure  of  Lignin.”  Prof. 
Wayman  also  attended  the  International 
Conference  on  Mechanical  Pulping  in  Stock- 
holm, June  18  to  21,  and  with  Murray 
Tseng,  the  International  Conference  on 
Single  Cell  Protein  at  M.I.T.  May  29  to  31. 

Prof.  W.  Howard  Rapson  was  invited  to 
speak  on  his  Environmental  Protection  Sys- 
tem for  eliminating  water  pollution  by 
bleached  kraft  pulp  mills  at  a meeting  of  the 
European  Union  of  Pulp  and  Paper  Associa- 
tions in  Rome,  Italy  on  May  7-12  on  “Har- 
monizing the  Pulp  and  Paper,Tndustry  with 
the  Environment”.  He  and  Mrs.  Rapson  were 
also  invited  to  spend  a week  in  Czechoslo- 
vakia, two  weeks  in  Poland  and  a few  days  in 
Sweden.  In  Finland  they  were  asked  to  visit 
the  first  commercial  operation  of  Dr.  Rapson’s 
new  dynamic  bleaching  process.  They  then 
flew  over  the  North  Pole  to  Vancouver  to 
attend  the  Sixth  International  Pulp  Bleaching  _ 
Conference  at  which  Dr.  Rapson  was  the  key- 
note speaker.  At  that  meeting  the  Canadian 
Pulp  and  Paper  Association  conferred  its 
highest  honour  on  Prof.  Rapson,  Honorary 
Life  Membership  in  its  Technical  Section. 

Prof.  F.  P.  J.  Rimrott  attended  the 
Fourth  Canadian  Congress  of  Applied  Me- 
chanics held  at  Ecole  Polytechnique,  May  28 
to  June  1,  where  a paper  (co-authors  D. 
Jamal  and  Dr.  J.  Dvorak)  entitled  “The 
Spin-free  Symmetric  Gyro  of  Variable  Mass” 
was  delivered.  He  also  attended  the  first  re- 
gional meeting  of  the  CCCM,  the  Canadian 
Consultative  Council  on  Multiculturalism, 
held  in  Toronto  on  June  16. 


Council  meeting 

from  the  Executive  Committee  of  Divi- 
sion I that  a graduate  Centre  for 
Religious  Studies  be  established  in  the 
University  of  Toronto,  along  the  lines 
of  the  academic  proposal  submitted,  and 
subject  to  the  following  conditions: 

(a)  that  lines  of  demarcation  be  clari- 
fied in  writing  through  negotiations  of 
the  Religious  Studies  Ad  Hoc  Commit- 
tee with  concerned  departments/centres 
where  there  is  a possible  overlapping  of 
interests;  the  responsibility  for  the  de- 
cisions will  rest  with  the  Dean  of  the 
School  of  Graduate  Studies; 

(b)  that,  for  the  first  five-year  period, 
a graduate  faculty  accrediting  commit- 
tee be  established  by  the  Dean  at  the 
appropriate  time  to  recommend  to  the 
Director  of  the  Centre  or,  until  his  ap- 
pointment, to  the  Dean  of  the  School 
of  Graduate  Studies,  the  admissibility 
of  proposed  new  graduate  faculty  mem- 
bers, such  a Committee  to  be  composed 
of  eight  to  ten  members  of  the  graduate 
faculty,  adding  outside  members  when 
necessary.  (This  Committee  would  seek 
an  outside  evaluation  in  each  case.) 
Report  of  the  Review  Committee  for  the 

Centre  for  Industrial  Relations 
Council  agreed  t;o  defer  discussion  of 
this  Report  (copies  of  which  were  dis- 
tributed at  the  meeting)  until  the  June 
26,  1973,  meeting  of  Council. 

Proposed  Establishment  of  the  Degree 
of  Master  of  Industrial  Relations 
Council  approved  a recommendation 
from  the  Executive  Committee  of  Divi- 
sion II  that  the  degree  of  Master  of 
Industrial  Relations  be  established  in  the 
University  of  Toronto,  subject  to  clari- 
fication of  location  and  financial  arrange- 
ments. 

Report  of  the  Decanal  Committee  on 
Graduate  Student  Support  . 
Discussion  of  this  Report,  copies  of 
which  were  distributed  to  members  at 
the  meeting,  will  take  place  at  the  June 
26,  1973,  meeting  of  Council. 

Report  of  the  Decanal  Committee  on 
Graduate  Student  Financial  Support 
Council  received  the  Report  of  the 
Committee.  The  Report  was  discussed 
in  detail  and  will  be  forwarded  to  others 
in  the  University  for  comment  and  dis- 
cussion of  operational  questions. 

Report  of  the  Review  Committee  of  the 
Centre  for  Industrial  Relations 
Council  approved  in  principle  the 
Report  of  the  Committee  which  recom- 
mended the  continuance  of  the  Centre. 
It  was  understood  that  there  were  diffi- 
culties beyond  the  control  of  the  Dean 
or  Council  and  some  alternative  proce- 
dures may  have  to  be  adopted. 
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Report  of  Task  Force  on  Academic  Appointments 


Under  our  terms  of  reference,  the  Task 
Force  was  asked  “to  review  the  existing 
provisions  and  to  make  recommendations 
on  changes  in  the  types,  nature  arid  review 
of  appointments  appropriate  to  a period 
approaching  a ‘steady  state’  of  total  enrol- 
ment in  the  University,  keeping  in  mind 
the  need  to  maintain  quality  of  program- 
mes, to  avoid  stagnation  and  to  preserve 
flexibility  to  adapt  our  programmes  and 
staff  resources  to  changing  academic  re- 
quirements.” In  making  our  recommenda- 
tions and  suggesting  alternatives  to  present 
practices  or  procedures,  we  have  been 
guided  by  the  following  principles: 

(a)  the  need  to  maintain  and  improve 
the  quality  of  the  academic  programmes 
offered  by  this  University; 

(b)  the  need  to  avoid  intellectual  stag- 
nation and  to  maintain  or  increase  the  de- 
gree of  distinction  many  of  the  University’s 
departments  and  divisions  have  attained, 
nationally  and  internationally; 

(c)  the  need  to  preserve  flexibility  to 
adapt  our  programmes  and  staff  resources 
to  changing  academic  requirements  while 
maintaining  a conception  of  this  Univer- 
sity’s tradition  and  history; 

(d)  the  need  to  preserve  opportunities 
for  the  University’s  teaching  staff  to  de- 
velop their  capacities  and  intellectual  inter- 
ests in  an  atmosphere  which  encourages 
free  enquiry  and  vigorous  debate  and  to 
preserve  reasonable  job  security; 

( e ) the  need  to  ensure  equity  and  a 
reasonable  degree  of  uniformity  in  prac- 
tices and  procedures  governing  all  aspects 
of  appointment  policy  throughout  the  Uni- 
versity. 

Two  major  problems  faced  us  as  constraints 
on  our  recommendations: 

( 1 ) Currently,  this  University,  like  many 
others,  faces  an  uncertain  financial  future, 
operating  budgets  which  may  not  rise  fast 
enough  to  cover  inevitable  increases  in  costs 
and  restricted  capital  funding  which  may 
not  permit  the  updating  and  improvement 
of  antiquated  facilities  and  services.  Enrol- 
ment growth  has  slowed,  after  the  explo- 
sion of  undergraduate  and  graduate  stu- 
dent numbers  in  the  1960s,  and,  on  an  en- 
rolment-based financial  formula  such  as 
that  adopted  in  Ontario  some  years  ago, 
this  inevitably  means  slower  rates  of  growth 
in  operating  funds.  In  addition,,  govern- 
mental spending  priorities  seem  to  have 
changed  and  spending  on  post-secondary 
education  no  longer  has  the  priority  it  had 
in  the  mid-  to  late  1960s.  Consequently,  in 
terms  of  projected  enrolment  growth  and 
its  financial  implications,  this  University  is 
approaching  a ‘steady  state’.  In  our  recom- 
mendations, we  have  tried,  we  hope,  suc- 
cessfully, to  express  our  concern  while 
avoiding  the  excesses  of  pessimism  and 
panic,  neither  of  which  we  consider  justi- 
fied in  the  current  situation.  The  University 
of  Toronto  has  a large  budget  and  size 
alone  provides  some  significant  elements  of 
flexibility  and  opportunities-  to  transfer  re- 
sources to  meet  changing  needs.  Also,  the 
distinction  and  metropolitan  location  of  this 
University  provide  some  reasonable  prospect 
of  continuing  to  attract  planned  student 
numbers,  both  graduate  and  undergraduate. 
In  other  words,  we  rather  expect  that  the 
alarm,  and  pessimism  of  the  early  1970s  will 
prove  to  be  as  inappropriate  as  the  expan- 
sive and  complacent  optimism  of  the  mid 
1960s. 

(2)  During  our  discussions,  we  have 
been  struck  by  the  lack  of  authoritative 
‘academic’  planning  in  many  areas  of  the 
University  and  the  lack  of  solid  informa- 
tion on  enrolment  trends,  faculty  workloads 
and  divisional  or  departmental  capacities.  A 
task  such  as  that  assigned  to  us  should  be 
undertaken  in  the  context  of  well-articulated, 
widely  discussed  and  accepted  plans  for  the 
University’s  various  academic  activities,  divi- 
sions and  departments.  In  the  absence  of 
such  information,  calculation  of  “the  de- 
mand for  academic  staff’!,  as  we  were  asked 
to  do,  is  next  to  impossible.  We  recognize 
that  a significant  beginning  has  been  made 
but  we  urge  the  President  and  the  Planning 
and  Resources  Committee  of  the  Governing 
Council  to  accelerate  the  articulation  and 
adoption  of  divisional  goals  and  plans.  This 
is  one  of  the  reasons  for  our  rejection,  at 
this  time,  of  the  imposition  of  any  limits 
on  the  size  of  the-  academic  staff  establish- 
ment by  rank,  by  tenured  status,  by  depart- 
ment or  by  division.  A great  deal  more  in- 


formation on  divisional  and  departmental 
workloads  and  responsibilities  would  have 
to  be  available,  we  believe,  before  sensible 
recommendations  could  be  made  in  this 
area.  In  addition,  several  submissions  we 
have  received  have  argued  that  it  would 
be  unreasonable  to  assume  that  the  present 
distribution  of  staff  resources  is  somehow 
equitable  or  ‘right’  in  making  recommenda- 
tions on  quotas. 

Inevitably,  the  Task  Force  has  discussed 
at  length  the  concept  of  tenure  in  the  Uni- 
versity. Quoting  the  ‘Haist’  rules,  we  under- 
stand tenure  to  mean  “the  holding  by  a 
member  of  the  professorial  staff  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  a continuing  full-time  appoint- 
ment which  the  University  has  relinquished 
the  freedom  to  terminate  before  the  normal 
age  of  retirement  except  for  cause  ...”.  A 
formal  tenure  system  was  not  introduced 
at  the  University  of  Toronto  until  1967  but 
an  informal  system  for  awarding  tenured 
appointments  existed  prior  to  that  time. 
Those  members  of  the  teaching  staff  who 
held  tenure  prior  to  1967  had  their  status 
formally  confirmed  when  the  ‘Haist’  rules 
were  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Governors. 
We  have  received  a legal  opinion  to  the 
effect  that  “the  University  has  a contrac- 
tual obligation  to  its  tenured  staff  to  em- 
ploy them  until  the  normal  retirement  age, 
unless  they  give  cause  for  dismissal.  Though 
the  University  might  change  its  policy  in 
the  future,  it  cannot  ...  affect  the  rights  of 
those  who  now  have  tenure  without  their 
agreement”.  Nevertheless,  the  members  of 
the  Task  Force  do  recommend  certain 
changes  in  policies  from  those  currently 
embodied  in  the  ‘Haist’  rules,  which  ap- 
pear later  in  this  report.  We  propose  that 
further  efforts  be  made  to  clarify  the  Uni- 
versity’s legal  position  in  implementing  our 
recommendations. 

A superficial  and,  we  believe,  naive  ap- 
proach to  a ‘steady  state’  situation  or  cir- 
. cumstances  of  more  acute  financial  distress 
would  simply  be  to  abolish  tenure,  give  the 
University  the  freedom  to  make  whatever 
staffing  arrangements  seem  appropriate 
from  time  to  time,  and  cope  with  the  ad- 
versary relationship  between  employer  and 
employee  which  characterizes  many  col- 
lective bargaining  situations.  This  approach 
and  similar  but  softer  proposals  to  substi- 
tute for  tenure  a system  of  short  or  long- 
term contracts  are  based  on  a misconcep- 
tion of  what  tenure  is  and  what  it  is  de- 
signed to  protect.  Tenure  in  a university  is, 
of  course,  a form  of  job  security  designed 
to  ensure  that  members  of  the  teaching 
staff  are  not  dismissed  for  arbitrary  or  ca- 
pricious reasons.  It  differs  from  tbe  forms 
of  job  security  enjoyed  by  other  professions 
and  occupations  in  being  more  difficult  to 
obtain  and  possibly  more  absolute  in  the 
protection  it  guarantees,  but  it  is  compar- 
able to  the  security  of  employment  pro- 
vided in  some  other  professions  after  a 
similar  period  of  preparation  and  proba- 
tion. But  job  security  is  by  no  means  the 
primary  objective  of  tenure.  Rather  tenure 
seems  to  us  to  be  the  best  method  so  far 
devised  to  recognize  and  protect  the  auton- 
omy and  integrity  of  the  scholar’s  pursuit 
of  knowledge,  a process  which  is  essentially 
‘inner-directed’  and  often  highly  individual- 
istic. It  is  designed  to  defend  the  scholar 
not  only  against  direct  political  pressure 


from  inside  or  outside  the  university  but 
also  against  pressures,  perhaps  transient, 
which  arise  from  rapidly  changing  public 
perceptions  of  what  is  relevant  to  society’s 
needs.  It  also  protects  the  scholar  against 
intolerant  certitudes  within  the  university 
community,  protecting  not  only  the  conclu- 
sions of  the  scholar’s  research  but  also  his 
or  her  methods  and  chosen  field  of  scholarly 
activity.  In  a university  there  must  be  con- 
tinuous tension  between  ‘conservative’  and 
‘radical’  ideologies,  between  popular  and 
unpopular  ideas,  and  between  differing  per- 
ceptions of  standards  and  values.  These 
tensions  maintain  the  university  as  a lively, 
creative  and  dynamic  force  in  a society. 
As  the  president  of  Yale  University,  King- 
man  Brewster,  has  put  it: 

“The  more  subtle  condition  of  academic 
freedom  is  that  faculty  members,  once  they 
have,  proved  their  potential  during  a period 
of  junior  probation,  should  not  feel  be- 
holden to  anyone , especially  Department 
Chairmen,  Deans,  Provosts,  or  Presidents, 
for  favor,  let  alone  for  survival  ...  teachers 
and  scholars  should,  in  so  far  as  possible, 
be  truly  ‘inner-directed’  - guided  by  their 
own  intellectual  curiosity,  insight,  and  con- 
science ... 

“In  strong  universities  assuring  freedom 
from  intellectual  conformity  coerced  within 
the  institution  is  even  more  of  a concern 
than  is  the  protection  of  freedom  from  ex- 
ternal interference.” 

In  short,  tenure  is  a device  most  univer- 
sities, large  and  small  and  of  all  degrees  of 
distinction,  have  adopted  to  protect  the 
process  of  free  enquiry. 

Tenure  is  not  absolute  and,  in  our  recom- 
mendations, we  have  suggested  a broadening 
of  the  definition  of  ‘cause’  which  must  be 
shown  before  a tenured  member  of  the  teach- 
ing staff  can  be  dismissed.  We  have  con- 
cluded, howeVer,  that  each  of  the  possible 
alternatives  to  tenure  which  have  been  sug- 
gested and  we  have  examined  Would,  if 
adopted,  seriously  damage  the  University’s 
quality,  its  competitive  position  and  its  teach- 
ing staff. 

We  have  also  rejected  the  suggestion 
that  those  members  of  the  teaching  staff 
who  hold  tenured  appointments  now  and 
in  the  future  should  be  subject  to  explicit 
periodic  review  of  their  status.  We  are 
concerned  that  knowledge  of  reviews  to 
come  might  weaken  the  rigour  of  the  origi- 
nal tenure  procedures  and  discourage  rather 
than  stimulate  a scholar’s  willingness  to 
take  intellectual  risks.  We  agree  with  Dr. 
Brewster  that: 

“...  even  with  their  privileges  and  im- 
munities our  academic  communities  are 
often  too  timid  in  their  explorations.  The 
fear  of  failure  in  the  eyes  of  the  peerage 
inhibits  some  of  our  colleagues,  even  when 
they  do  have  tenure.  Too  many  seek  the 
safe  road  of  detailed  elaboration  of  ac- 
cepted truth  rather  than  the  riskier  paths 
of  true  exploration,  which  might  defy  con- 
ventional assumptions.  Boldness  would  suf- 
fer if  the  research  and  scholarship  of  a 
mature  faculty  were  to  be  subject  to  peri- 
odic scorekeeping,  on  pain  of  dismissal  if 
they  did  not  score  well.  Then  what  should 
be  a venture  in  creative  discovery  would 
for  almost  everyone  degenerate  into  a safe- 
sided devotion  to  riskless  footnote  gather- 
ing. Authentication  would  replace  discovery 
as  the  goal ...” 


Explicit  periodic  reviews  of  tenured  sta- 
tus would,  in  our  judgment,  inevitably  lead 
to  a system  of  ‘fairly-firm’  and  ‘fairly-flimsy’ 
tenure  which  would  destroy  a concept  we 
have  argued  is  essential  to  a healthy  and 
vigorous  university.  It  should  be  pointed 
out  as  well  that  the  performance  of  mem- 
bers of  the  teaching  staff  is,  or  should  be, 
subject  to  a rigorous  process  of  continuing 
review  in  terms  of  promotion  and  salary 
decisions. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  intellectual 
stagnation  may  well  occur  in  divisions  or 
departments  which  have  a very  high  pro- 
portion of  tenured  staff  and  it  is  easy  to 
construct  what  might  appear  to  be  a chill- 
ing scenario  of  a hypothetical  department 
with  its  entire  professorial  staff  under  40 
years  of  age,  fully  tenured,  and  awaiting 
eagerly  that  longed-for  day  a quarter  of  a 
century  in  the  future  when,  at  last,  a mem- 
ber of  the  teaching  staff  will  retire.  This 
assumes  a necessary  relationship  between 
age,  tenure  status  and  ability  which  we 
cannot  accept.  Such  a hypothetical  depart- 
ment might  well  have  and  maintain  high 
national  and  international  status  and  con- 
tinue to  act  as  a magnet  for  students,  both 
undergraduate  and  graduate.  This  scenario 
also  ignores  the  fact  that  a ‘steady  state’ 
is  by  no  means  a ‘static  state’.  Available 
data  on  turnover  among  members  of  the 
teaching  staff  in  the  past  and  projected 
into  the  future,  is  not  entirely  adequate 
but  we  are  persuaded  that,  over  the  next 
ten-year  period  and  beyond,  there  will  be 
a fairly  steady  and  significant  number  of 
vacancies  created  by  those  members  of  the 
teaching  staff  who  reach  normal  retirement 
age.  We  believe,  as  is  indicated  later  in  this 
report,  that  turnover  rates  and  flexibility 
achieved  by  retirement  can  and  should  be 
increased  marginally  through  the  introduc- 
tion of  a more  flexible  and  generous  early 
retirement  provision  in  the  current  pension 
plan.  In  addition,  faculty  mobility  is  not 
zero  and  the  University  can  continue  to 
expect  resignations  from  members  of  the 
teaching  staff  who  decide  to  move  else- 
where, perhaps  to  fill  more  senior  posts  at 
other  universities. 

The  members  of  the  Task  Force  believe 
that  the  recommendations  we  present  to 
the  President  in  this  report  constitute  a 
balanced  and  workable  appointments  pol- 
icy in  a ‘steady  state’  environment  and  that 
they  conform  with  the  principles  we  outline 
above. 

I APPOINTMENTS  POLICY 
AND  PROCEDURES 

In  stressing  the  need  for  clearer  and 
more  rigorous  methods  of  considering  and 
making  new  appointments,  we  accept  the 
view  that  a distinguished  faculty  is  essen- 
tial to  this  University.  Even  if  procedures 
for  consideration  of  the  award  of  tenured 
appointments  and  subsequent  assessment 
are  excellent  in  themselves,  they  can  only 
be  effective  if  they  are  applied  to  those 
who  have  been  carefully  selected  for  ini- 
tial appointment. 

We  begin  with  the  assumption  that  au- 
thority to  appoint  a new  member  of  the  teach- 
ing staff  at  a certain  rank  or  level  has  been 
given  to  a division  or  department.  It  is  not 
in  our  terms  of  reference  to  consider  the 
process  of  planning  and  divisional  or  de- 
partmental evaluation  that  should  take 
place  before  authorization  to  make  an  ap- 
pointment is  given  but  we  urge  that  there 
be  a continuous  planning  process  in  each 
division  and  department  with  the  objective 
of  delineating  its  future  plans  and  develop- 
ment. Against  such  plans,  requests  for  new 
appointments  can  be  judged  and  the  nature 
of  candidates  to  be  sought  determined.  In 
particular,  we  would  urge  division  and  de- 
partment heads,  before  seeking  approval 
for  an  increase  in  staff  or  for  the  filling  of 
a vacant  position,  to  explore  fully  the  pos- 
sibility of  using  staff,  resources  already 
available  in  other  areas  of  the  University. 

Close  cooperation  between  the  Faculty 
of  Arts  and  Science,  University  College, 
Scarborough  College  and  Erindale  College 
in  all  aspects  of  appointments  policy  is,  in 
our  view,  particularly  important.  While 
undergraduate  enrolment  in  the  Faculty  of 
Arts  and  Science  on  the  St.  George  Campus 
is  projected  to  remain  roughly  constant  dur- 
ing the  next  decade,  enrolment  at  Erindale 
and  Scarborough  Colleges  is  projected  to 
treble  by  1982-83.  At  that  time,  the  coffi- 
(Continued  overleaf) 


| Members  of  the  Task  Force 

In  transmitting  their  report  to  the  President,  the  Task  Force  on  Academic  Appointments  - 
wrote  to  Dr.  Evans : 

“We  recognize  that  many  of  our  recommendations  will  be  controversial;  some  will  think 
that  they  go  top  far;  others  that  they  do  not  go  far  enough.  All  members  have  some  reservations 
about  some  of  the  recommendations.” 

The  members  of  the  Task  Force  were: 

Prof.  J.  M.  Bliss,  History. 

Prof.  J.  B.  Dunlop,  Law. 

Prof.  Kathryn  B.  Feuer,  Slavic  Languages  and  Literatures. 

Prof.  Donald  F.  Forster,  Vice-President  and  Provost. 

Principal  A.  C.  H.  Hallett,  University  College. 

Debra  J.  Lewis,  Victoria  College  fourth  year  student. 

W.  J.  D.  Lewis,  member  of  Governing  Council. 

Prof.  J.  C.  Ritchie,  Scarborough  College. 

Byron  E.  Wall,  Teaching  Fellow,  Applied  Science  & Engineering. 

Dr.  G.  R.  Williams,  Medicine. 

Prof.  Keith  Yates,  Chemistry. 

The  members  of  the  Task  Force  expressed  their  willingness  to  continue  their  work,  if  the 
President  wished  them  to  do  so. 

Their  terms  of  reference  are  on  page  8 of  this  supplement. 
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bined  undergraduate  enrolment  in  these 
Colleges  would  exceed  the  St.  George  Cam- 
pus enrolment  in  Arts  and  Science  by  30 
per  cent.  While  this  growth  phase  at  Erin- 
dale  and  Scarborough  Colleges  will  permit 
some  mutually  beneficial  redeployment  of 
total  University  faculty  resources  in  Arts 
and  Science,  care  must  be  taken  to  avoid 
inhibiting  distinctive  academic  develop- 
ments at  these  Colleges  by  such  adjust- 
ments. In  our  view,  the  Colleges  must  re- 
tain a significant  degree  of  .initiative  in 
determining  patterns  of  faculty  recruit- 
ment. Erindale  and  Scarborough  Colleges 
may  not  reach  a ‘steady  state’  for  another 
decade;  they  should  not  lose  the  advantages 
of  such  a formative  period  through  insensi- 
tive application  of  general  University  ‘steady 
state’  adjustments. 

In  some  cases,  it  may  be  appropriate  to 
explore  the  possibility  of  using  staff  re- 
sources in  other  universities  in  the  Ontario 
system  as  an  alternative  to  a new  or  replace- 
ment appointment.  Except  under  unusual 
circumstances  and  with  the  explicit  ap- 
proval of  the  Office  of  the  Vice-President 
and  Provost,  appointment  of  University  of 
Toronto  teaching  staff  to  other  universities 
in  Ontario  or  the  appointment  of  staff  mem- 
bers from  other  uiiiversities  to  this  Univer- 
sity should  not  be  tin'  an  overload  basis.  A 
‘released-tirrie’  agreement  with  shared  sal- 
ary responsibility  and  payment  of  reason- 
able out-of-pocket  expenses  should  be  the 
normal  arrangement. 

Assuming,  therefore,  that  the  division  or 
department  has  received  authority  to  search 
for  a candidate  for  a position,  certain  pro- 
cedures should  be  adopted  to  ensure  that 
an  adequate  list  of  possible  candidates  of 
quality  can  be  obtained'  arid  that  selection 
from  this  list  has  been'  properly  and  effec- 
tively carried  out.' We  do  not  intend  to  draw 
up  a detailed  manual  of  procedure  for 
'division's  "and  departments;  such  a manual 
should  be  produced  and,  in  our  view,  it 
should  embody  the  following  basic  prin- 
ciples: 

(X)  The  position  should  be  advertised 
widely  in  such  journals  as  University  Af- 
fairs and  the  CAUT  Bulletin  as  well  as  in 
national  and  international  journals  in  the 
discipline  concerned  and  other  appropriate 
periodicals.  The  objective  of  wide  adver- 
tisement is  to  ensure  that  the  position  is 
drawn  to  the  attention  of  as  many  poten- 
tial candidates  as  possible  in  order  to  in- 
crease the  chances  that  the  names  of  the 
best  possible  candidates  will  appear  on  the 
list  of  those  to  be  considered. 

(2)  All  documentation  for  candidates 
must  be  obtained  in  writing  including  a 
current  curriculum  vitae  for  each  and  sev- 
eral letters  of  recommendation  indicating 
the  candidate’s  capacity  for  scholarship  as 
evidenced  by  teaching  and  research. 

(3)  These  applications  should  be  asses- 
sed and  judged  by  a committee  of  the  divi- 
sion or  department  which  would  assist  the 
dean  or  chairman  in  producing  a ‘short 
list’  of  approximately  three  candidates. 

(4)  In  the  Faculties  of  Arts  and  Science, 
Medicine,  Dentistry,  Applied  Science  and 
Engineering,  University  College  and  Scar- 
borough College  the  principal  or  dean 
should  be  notified  of  the  names  and  quali- 
fications of  the  candidates  on  the  ‘short 
list’  and  be  given,  information  as  to  the 

. number  aind  general . quality  of  the  candi- 
dates considered.  The  principal  or  dean,  if 
satisfied  that  an  effective  search  has  been 
made,  shall  then . give  authorization  for  the 
candidates  on  the  ‘short  list’  to  be  inter- 
viewed by.  the  departmental  committee 
wherever  possible.  The  principal  or  dean 
shall  be  notified  of  the  final  choice  when 
it  is  made,  and  only  with  his  or  her  authori- 
zation may  the  department  chairman  pro- 
ceed with  the  making  of  a formal  offer  to 
the  selected  candidate. 

(5)  In  all  other  divisions,  the  Vice- 
President  and  Provost  should  designate  a 
Vice-Provost  to  fulfil  the  function  given  to 
the  principal  or  dean  in  (4). 

(6  ) Procedures  should  be  similar  in  the 
case  of  initial  appointments  involving  a 
cross-appointment  between  divisions,  de- 
partments, centres  and  institutes.  Both 
chairmen  or  equivalent  and  both  deans  or 
equivalent  should  be  involved  as  in  (3) 
and  (4). 

( 7 ) These  principles  and  procedures 
should  apply  to  all  levels  of  academic  ap- 
pointments expected  to  involve  a continuing 
commitment  by  the  University  either  ini- 
tially or  in  the  future. 

II  THE  PROBATION  PERIOD 

The  Assistant  Professor  rank,  we  recom- 
mend, should  be  viewed  as  the  normal 
starting  point  for  a person  beginning  a 
university  career  of  research  and  teaching. 
To  qualify  for  appointment'  to  this  rank, 
the  candidate  should  be  required  to  show 
evidence  of  his  or  her  ability  to  undertake 
independent  scholarly  activity,  such  as  the 
successful  completion  of  a doctoral  pr6- 
gramme  or  other  scholarly  work  regarded 
bv  the  division  or  department  as  equiva- 
lent;. A ' indidate  who  does  not  so  qualify 
ahowM  receive  appointment  as  a Lecturer. 


Any  member  of  the  teaching  staff  enrolled 
in  a doctoral  programme  at  any  university 
and  appointed  with  the  expectation  that  the 
PhD  degree  or  its  equivalent  will  be  con- 
ferred must  remain  at  the  Lecturer  rank 
until  the  degree  is  conferred  or  until  he  or 
she  indicates  that  the  formal  doctoral  pro- 
gramme has  been  abandoned  and  is  able 
to  show  evidence  of  satisfactory  scholarly 
work.  Successful  completion  of  a doctoral 
programme  or  its  equivalent  in  the  Sense 
we  have  indicated  would  qualify  a member 
of  the  teaching  staff  for  promotion  to  the 
Assistant  Professor  rank.  A member  of  the 
teaching  staff  should  not  be  permitted  to 
serve  more  than  six  years,  including  a ter- 
minal year,  at  the  Lecturer  rank.  We  recom- 
mend that  Lecturers  continue  to  receive 
annual  contracts  terminable  on  six  months’ 
written  notice. 

On  initial  appointment,  an  Assistant 
Professor  should  receive  a two-year  con- 
tract and  it  should  be  clearly  understood 
that  the  University  is  under  no  obligation 
to  renew  the  contract  when  it  expires.  We 
recommend  that  the  performance  of  a mem- 
ber of  the  teaching  staff  holding  such  a 
contract  be  reviewed  by  a divisional  or 
departmental  committee  no  later  than 
November  15  of  the  second  year  of  the 
contract.  The  assessment  procedures  should 
be  similar  to  those  adopted  in  the  consid- 
eration of  tenure  and  should  be  made 
known  to  the  faculty  member  concerned. 
We  recognize  that  the  evidence  available 
will  inevitably  be  less  complete  and  that 
the  decision  taken  by  the  committee  will 
be  likely  based  more  on  satisfactory ‘evi- 
dence of  potential  than  on  demonstrated 
achievement.  Notice  that  the  contract  will 
or  will  not  be  renewed  on  the  following 
July  1 must  be  given  in  writing  by  Novem- 
ber 25.  If  requested,  a written  statement 
■ of  reasons  for  a decision  not  to  renew  a 
contract  shall  be  supplied  by  the  division 
head  or,  in  the  multi-departmental  divi- 
sions listed  in  I (-4 ) above,  by  the  depart- 
ment chairman.  ( Some  members  of  the 
Task  Force  believe  that  the  procedure  out- 
lined in  ( 6 ) of  “Detailed  Procedures  in  the 
Committee  and  the  Approval  Mechanism,” 
later  in  this  report,  should  also  apply  in 
these  circumstances.)  A decision  not  to  re- 
new a contract  may  be  appealed  by  a mem- 
ber of  the  teaching  staff  holding  this  type 
of  appointment  only  on  the  following 
grounds:  (1)  a significant  irregularity  in 

the  procedure  followed  by  the  review  com- 
~ mittee;  (2)  an  unreasonable  inconsistency 
in  the  application  of  the  standards  of  the 
division  or  department;  and  (3)  improper 
bias  or  motive  on  the  part  of  a member  of 
the  review  committee.  In  the  multi-depart- 
mental divisions,  the  appeal  will  be  con- 
sidered by  the  principal  or  dean  whose  de- 
cision will  be  final.  In  other  divisions,  the 
appeal  will  be  considered  by  the  Vice- 
Provost  designated  in  I (5)  above  whose 
decision  will  be  final.  Appeals  must  be  made 
in  writing  by  December  10  and  the  appel- 
lant informed  of  the  decision  by  December 
31.  We  recognize  that  implementation  of 
this  recommendation  may  require  an  amend- 
ment to  the  University  of  Toronto  Act, 
1971,  or  at  a minimum,  a new  interpreta- 
tion of  the  President’s  appointments  author- 
ity under  that  Act. 

If  an  Assistant  Professor  is  granted  a 
renewal  of  his  or  her  contract  that  renewal 
should  be  for  a period  of  up  to  three  years, 
and  he  or  she  must  be  considered  for  ten- 
ure in  the  spring  immediately  preceding 
the  terminal  date  of  this  contract.  The 
length  of  the  contract  may  vary  from  case 
to  case,  particularly  if  previous  service  at 
the  rank  of  Lecturer  at  this  University  or 
at  an  equivalent  rank  at  another  university 
is  to  be  taken  into  account  in  establishing 
an  earlier  date  for  consideration  of  tenure. 
We  recommend  that,  at  the  time  of  ap- 
pointment to  the  Assistant  Professor  rank, 
it  be  the  responsibility  of  the  division  head 
or  department  chairman  to  reach  an  explicit 
understanding  with  the  member  of  the 
teaching  staff  as  to  the  time  at  which  ten- 
ure will  be  considered.  In  exceptional  cir- 
cumstances, as  the  ‘Haist’  rules  suggest,  the 
award  of  a tenured  appointment  may  be 
considered  earlier  than  provided  for  in  the 
rules  if  the  consent  of  the  candidate  is  ob- 
tained in  writing.  We  recommend  that  no 
Assistant  Professor  be  granted  tenure  until 
he  or  she  has  served  a minimum  of  three 
years  at  this  University  at  the  Assistant 
Professor  rank.  No  later  than  April  15  of 
the  final  year  of  the  probationary  period, 
the  candidate  will  be  considered  for  tenure. 

Under  an  alternative  proposal  favoured 
by  a minority  of  the  Task  Force,  a review 
of  an  Assistant  Professor’s  performance  in 
the  second  year  would  not  be  mandatory. 
These  members  believe  that  such  a review 
should  take  place  only  when  a division 
head  or  department  chairman  is  doubtful 
whether  the  contract  should  be  renewed 
for  a further  period  of  up  to  three  years. 
If  he  or  she  has  no  reason  to  question  the 
wisdom  of  the  original  appointment,  re- 
newal of  the  contract  would  be  automatic 
under  this  proposal.  If  there  was  doubt,  a 
committee  would  be  convened  by  the  divi- 


sion head  or  department  chairman  and  func- 
tion as  described  above.  Those  who  sup- 
port this  proposal  believe  that  ‘across-the- 
board’  reviews,  which  would  be  held  only 
15  months  after  a person  has  received  an 
initial  appointment  under  more  stringent 
procedures,  would  probably  be  perfunctory. 
The  existence  of  such  review  procedures, 
however,  might  tend  to  distort  the  scholarly 
development  of  new  appointees.  Under  this 
alternative  or  the  majority  proposal,  the 
division  head  or  department  chairman 
should  attempt  to  develop  procedures  for 
advising  potential  candidates  for  tenure, 
throughout  the  probationary  period,  of  their 
progress  in  terms  of  the  criteria  we  list  in 
the  next  section  of  our  report.  Too  often, 
we  believe,  candidates  for  tenure  have  not 
been  adequately  or  properly  advised  of 
problems  in  their  research  or  teaching  which 
may  have  been  identified  and  can  be  cor- 
rected. 

Members  of  the  teaching  staff  appointed 
initially  at  the  rank  of  Associate  Professor 
shall  be  considered  for  tenure  at  the  time 
of  appointment  under  the  procedures  out- 
lined below  or  receive  a three-year  contract. 

In  the  latter  case,  he  or  she  should  be  con- 
sidered for  tenure  no  later  than  April  15  of 
the  third  year  of  the  contract.  If  the  candi- 
date’s consent  is  obtained  in  writing,  he  ~or 
she  may  be  considered  for  tenure  earlier. 

If  the  initial  appointment  is  at  the  rank 
of  Professor,  tenure  shall  be  awarded  auto- 
matically provided  that,  before  the  offer  of 
such  an  appointment  is  made,  the  proposal 
is  approved  by  the  division  head  in  multi- 
departmental  divisions,  the  Dean  of  the 
School  of  Graduate  Studies,  and  the  Office 
of  the  Vice-President  and  Provost.  The 
constitution  of  a formal  tenure  committee 
in  these  circumstances  seems  to  us  redun- 
dant. 

When  an  academic  administrator  is 
recommended  for  appointment  from  out- 
side this  University,  tenure  should  also  be 
recommended  by  the  search  committee 
established  in  accordance  with  the  ‘Haist’ 
rules. 

Ill  CRITERIA  AND  PROCEDURES 

FOR  GRANTING  TENURED 

APPOINTMENTS 

The  Task  Force  has  been  conscious  of  the 
difficulty  of  attempting  to  develop  a set  of 
criteria  and  procedures  for  granting  ten- 
ured appointments  which  can  be  equally 
applicable  in  all  divisions  of  an  incredibly 
complex  University.  We  do  believe  that 
there  must  be  a high  degree  of  uniformity 
in  standards  and  procedures  across  the 
University;  consequently,  the  major  recom- 
mendations in  this  section  of  our  report  are 
designed  to  apply  in  all  academic  divisions. 
Significant  differences  among  divisions  and 
disciplines  in  the  University  will  inevitably 
lead  to  some  differences  in  the  detailed  ap- 
plication of  any  set  of  general  criteria  but 
we  believe  that  the  criteria  we  propose  can 
and  should  be  used  as  the  basis  for  grant- 
ing tenure  throughout  the  University.  Mem- 
bers of  the  teaching  staff  who  do  not  now 
have  tenure  but  who  are  eligible  for  con- 
sideration and  those  newly  appointed  in 
future  should  be  considered,  in  our  view, 
under  the  criteria  and  procedures  we  out- 
line below. 

(1)  Criteria: 

Tenured  appointments  should  be  granted 
on  the  basis  of  three  essential  criteria: 
achievement  in  research,  effectiveness  in 
teaching,  and  clear  promise  of  future  intel- 
lectual and  professional  development.  Con- 
tribution in  the  area  of  university  and  com- 
munity service  may  constitute  a fourth  fac- 
tor in  the  tenure  decision  but  we  believe 
that,  in  general,  it  should  not  receive  a par- 
ticularly significant  weighting. 

Achievement  in  research  is  evidenced 
primarily,  but  not  exclusively,  by  published 
books,  monographs,  articles  and  reviews  in 
the  candidate’s  discipline.  It  may  also  in- 
clude various  types  of  creative  work  where 
such  work  is  comparable  in  level  and  intel- 
lectual calibre  with  scholarly  production 
and  relates  directly  to  the  candidate’s  aca- 
demic discipline.  Research  also  encompasses 
unpublished  writings  and  work  in  progress. 
Scholarly  achievement  may  be  demonstrated 
by  consideration  of  theses  or  other  material 
prepared  or  written  under  the  candidate  s 
direct  supervision.  In  some  exceptional 
cases,  weight  should  be  given  to  unwrit- 
ten scholarship’  of  the  type  displayed  in 
public  lectures,  formal  colloquia  and  in- 
formal academic  discussions  with  colleagues. 

We  recognize  that  scholarship  must  be 
^manifested  in  the  teaching  function  and 
that  a dogmatic  attempt  to  separate  ‘schol- 
arship’ and  ‘teaching’  is  somewhat  artificial. 
To  us,  effectiveness  in  teaching  is  demon- 
strated in  lectures,  seminars,  laboratories 
and  tutorials  as  well  as  in  more  informal 
teaching  situations  such  as  counselling  stu- 
dents and  directing  graduate  students  in 
the  preparation  of  theses.  Three  major  ele- 
ments should  be  considered  m assessing  the 
effectiveness  of  a candidate’s  teaching:  the 
• degree  to  which  he  or  she  is  able  to  stimu- 
late and  challenge  the  intellectual  capacity 
of  students;  the  degree  to  which  the  candi- 


date has  an  ability  to  communicate  well; 
and  the  degree  to  which  the  candidate  has 
a mastery  of  his  or  her  subject  area. 

An  assessment  of  promise  of  future  intel- 
lectual and  professional  development  will 
inevitably  be  based  on  the  vitality  and 
progress  the  candidate  has  demonstrated 
as  a teacher  and  scholar  during  his  or  her 
probationary  years  at  this  University.  A 
positive  judgment  on  this  criterion  means 
that  the  members  of  the  tenure  committee 
are  reasonably  convinced  that  the  candi- 
date will  continue  to  make  a valuable  con- 
tribution to  his  or  her  discipline  following 
the  granting  of  tenure  and  the  long-term 
commitment  that  it  implies. 

University  service  primarily  means  uni- 
versity, divisional  or  departmental  commit- 
tee or  administrative  work.  Community'  ser- 
vice can  take  a great  variety  of  forms.  It 
may  be  closely  related  to  the  candidate’s 
teaching  and  research  concerns  or  com- 
pletely unrelated  to  them;  only  in  the 
former  case  should  such  service  even  be 
considered  in  the  tenure  decision.  The  Task 
Force  recommends  that  university  or  com- 
munity service  receive  only  a slight  weight- 
ing in  the  tenure  decision  for  several 
reasons.  A candidate’s  abilities  in  commit- 
tee, administrative  or  volunteer  work  have 
little  bearing  on  his  or  her  academic  quali- 
fications as  a scholar  and  teacher,  while  the 
purpose  of  tenure  is  precisely  to  ensure  the 
autonomous  pursuit  of  knowledge.  In  ad- 
dition, we  believe  that  a significant  weight- 
ing of  the  service  factor  could  encourage 
young  staff  members  to  devote  too  much 
time  and  energy  to  Such  activities  at  a time 
when  they  should  be  concentrating  on  a 
scholar’s  primary  concerns,  teaching  and 
research. 

As  we  have  said,  the  granting  of  tenured 
appointments  in  all  divisions  and  depart- 
ments should  be  based  on  these  criteria. 
Clear  promise  of  future  intellectual  and 
professional  development  must  be  affirmed 
for  tenure  to  be  awarded.  Demonstrated 
excellence  in  one  of  scholarship  and  teach- 
ing and  clearly  established  competence  in 
the  other  comprise  the  second  essential  re- 
quirement for  a positive  judgment  by  the 
tenure  committee.  Only  outstanding  per- 
formance with  respect  to  service  should  be 
given  any  significant  weight  and,  even  then, 
only  if  there  are  no  substantial  reservations 
relating  to  the  Research,  teaching  and  future 
promise  criteria. 

(2)  Composition  of  the  Tenure  Committee: 

There  have  been  and  are  a number  of 
differences  of  opinion  within  the  Task  Force 
on  the  nature  and  composition  of  the  com- 
mittee which  should  be  responsible  for  the 
assessment  of  the  candidate  for  tenure.  We 
have  agreed  that,  in  the  multi-departmental 
divisions,  there  must  be  a strong  depart- 
mental influence  in  the  committee.  There 
is  also  agreement  that  the  committee  must 
include  some  academic  administrators  and 
extra-departmental  members  as  part  of  an 
attempt  to  secure  a higher  degree  of  uni- 
formity in  the  application  of  tenure  criteria 
across  the  University.  We  have  agreed  too, 
that  the  committee  should  be  as  small  as 
possible. 

However,  there  has  been  disagreement 
among  us  on  several  fundamental  points 
concerning  the  nature  of  the  tenure  com- 
mittee and,  hence,  its  composition.  One 
view  is  that  the  committee  should  be  what 
we  have  called  ‘tailor-made’  for  the  candi- 
date being  considered.  A committee  on  this 
model  would  contain  senior  members  of  the 
teaching  staff  whose  own  scholarly  work  is 
directly  related  to  that  of  the  candidate. 
This  committee  would  itself  read  and  eval- 
uate the  candidate’s  work  and  be  aided  by 
other  evaluations,  obtained  internally  and 
externally,  in  reaching  their  decision.  The 
other  view  is  that  there  be  what  we  have 
called  a ‘decanal’  committee  charged  with 
the  assessment  of  all  candidates  from  a 
division  or  department  to  be  considered  in 
a given  year.  The  members  of  such  a com- 
mittee would  be  less  expert  in  the  candi- 
date’s specialized  field  but  would  require 
specific  assessments  to  be  placed  before  it, 
assessments  obtained  by  a regular  and 
recognized  process  developed  within  the 
division  or  department,  as  well  as  frorn  in- 
dividuals expert  in  the  candidates  held 
within  and  outside  the  University. 

An  important  difference  between  the  two 
models  is  whether  or  not  it  is  thought  to  be 
a requirement  that  expert  opinion  on  the 
candidate’s  scholarship  be  directly  repre- 
sented on  the  committee.  On  balance,  it 
seems  to  the  Task  Force  that  there  would 
be  serious  problems  if  the  University  at- 
tempted to  make  mandatory,  by  regulation, 
that  one  or  more  members  of  a tenure  com- 
mittee must  be  chosen  from  the  specialized 
field  of  the  candidate.  Many  members  of 
the  teaching  staff  will  claim  their  own  field 
to  be  unique,  and  it  will  not  be  possible  to 
gain  an  easy  agreement  as  to  what  the 
phrase  ‘from  the  specialized  field  of  the 
candidate’  means  that  will  stand  challenge 
at  the  appeal  level.  Even  those  specialists 
who  are  on  the  committee  will  often  be 
placed  in  a difficult  position,  since  the  de- 
cision may  often  be  seen  as  ‘their’  decision 
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and  appeals  on  the  grounds  of  bias  or  con- 
flict of  interest  of  such  members  will  be 
difficult  to  hear  and  the  imputed  charges 
not  easy  to  refute.  Furthermore,  there  are 
enough  faculty  members  whose  field  of 
scholarship  is  so  unique  that  there  may  not 
be  another  'scholar  in  the  same  field  in  this 
University.  In  other  words,  we  expect  that 
exceptions  to  the  rule  will  be  so  frequent 
as  to  invalidate  the  rule  itself. 

We  therefore  recommend  that  the  tenure 
committee  should  be  of  the  ‘decanal’  type 
with  the  members  acting  in  a quasi-judicial 
fashion  weighting  the  written  evidence  bear- 
ing on  the  candidate’s  accomplishments  and 
qualities  which  should  be  obtained  from  as 
many  sources  as  possible.  Certain  types  of 
vyritten  evidence  should  be  required  for 
each  candidate:  a recommendation  from  a 
committee  within  the  division  or  depart- 
ment, in  the  case  of  Models  I (a),  II  and 
III,  written  evaluations  of  the  candidate’s 
completed  works  of  scholarship  obtained 
from  within  and  outside  the  department, 
the  candidate’s  curriculum  vitae,  and  evi- 
dence of  his  or  her  performance  as  a teach- 
er. We  cannot  overemphasize,  at  this  point, 
the  importance  of  placing  formal,  systema- 
tic and  clear  records  before  the  committee 
on  all  these  aspects  of  the  candidate’s  per- 
formance, and  later  in  this  section  of  our 
report  we  shall  make  more  specific  recom- 
mendations on  the  form  of  these  assessments 
and  how  they  should  be  obtained. 

The  members  of  the  Task  Force  have 
been  unable  to  agree  on  a recommendation 
concerning  the  specific  composition  of  the 
tenure  committee.  We  have  agreed  to  pre- 
sent alternative  models  for  consideration. 
Model  I (a): 

What  we  have  called  the  ‘core  commit- 
tee’ model  would  be  supported  by  a major- 
ity of  the  Task  Force.  The  committee  would 
be  appointed  by  the  head  of  the  division 
and  would  include: 

Head  of  the  division  or  representative 

Dean  of  the  Schpol  of  Graduate  Studies 
or  representative 

Chairman  of  the  department 

Two  members  of  the  teaching  staff  in 
the  division  or  department  holding  tenured  . 
appointments 

One  member  of  the  teaching  staff  in  a 
cognate  department  or  division  holding  a 
tenured  appointment 

Chairman  of  the  tenure  committee 
In  divisions  without  a departmental  struc- 
ture, a second  member  of  a cognate  division 
would  replace  the  ‘chairman  of  the  depart- 
ment’. Under  this  model,  the  quorum  would 
be  seven  and  a recommendation  to  grant 
would  require  five  votes  to  carry.  The  chair- 
man of  the  committee  would  be  a senior 
tenured  member  of  the  teaching  staff,  ap- 
pointed by  the  Vice-President  and  Provost, 
who  would  be  expected  to  act  as  chairman 
of  a substantial  number  of  such  committees 
in  a variety  of  divisions  and  departments. 
He  or  she  would  be  non-voting. 

The  primary  function  of  the  division 
head,  in  multi-departmental  divisions  like 
the  Faculty  of  Arts  and  Science,  and  of  the 
Dean  of  the  School  of  Graduate  Studies  on 
the  committee  would  be  to  encourage  as 
uniform  a standard  of  procedure  and  assess- 
ment across  the  University  as  is  possible. 
One  would  expect  that  Associate  Deans 
would  be  appointed  for  their  areas  since 
in  a Faculty  the  size  of  that  of  Arts  and 
Science  it  is  too  much  to  expect  the  Dean 
of  the  Faculty  and  Dean  of  the  School  of 
Graduate  Studies  to  attend  all  the  tenure 
committees  in  a given  year.  Nonetheless, 
the  Deans  and  their  representatives  should 
strive  towards  the  goal  of  achieving  uni- 
form standards;  the  representative  of  the 
head  of  the  division  should  try  to  maintain 
intra-faculty  -uniformity  and  consistency, 
and  the  representative  of  the  Dean  of  the 
School  of  Graduate  Studies  should  attempt 
to  maintain  uniformity  and  consistency 
among  divisions.  The  role  to  be  played  in 
the  committee  by  these  members  is  inevi- 
tably a very  difficult  one  but  one  which  we 
regard  as  very  important,  if  not  crucial. 

The  two  members  of  the  department  or 
division  should  be  chosen  from  a larger  list 
recommended  to  the  head  of  the  division 
by  the  departmental  chairman  in  multi- 
departmental  divisions  and  should  be  selec- 
ted by  the  division  head  on  his  or  her 
judgment  of  their  ability  to  make  analytical 
and  critical  assessment  of  the  documents 
before  the  committee. 

These  two  members,  together  with  the 
department  chairman,  are  required  to  as- 
sess and  interpret  the  various  pieces  of  evi- 
dence to  the  committee  from  a divisional 
or  departmental  and  disciplinary  point  of 
view.  These  members  of  the  committee 
should  not  be  bound  to  support  a divisional 
of  departmental  recommendation  before  the 
committee. 

The  member(s)  of  a cognate  depart- 
ment should  also  be  appointed  by  the  head 
of  the  division.  The  head  may  obtain  recom- 
mendations from  the  chairman  of  the  can- 
didate’s department,  or  he  may  obtain 
recommendations  from  the  heads  of  other 
divisions  or  chairmen  of  other  departments 
which  could  be  regarded  as  cognate.  Like 


the  members  from  the  department,  this 
member  or  these  members  should  also  have 
competence  for  analytical  and  critical  assess- 
ment of  the  documents  and  will  naturally 
be  expected  to  do  this  from  an  extra- 
departmental  point  of  view. 

Model  1(b): 

This  model  is  similar  to  Model  I ( a ) in  the 
sense  that  it  is  still  a “decanal”  rather  than  a 
“tailor-made”  committee,  but  it  differs  very 
significantly  from  I (a)  in  the  extent  and 
nature  of  the  departmental  representation. 

This  committee  would  also  be  appointed 
by  tire  head  of  the  division  and  would  in- 
clude: 

Head  of  the  division  or  representative 

Dean  of  the  School  of  Graduate  Studies  or 
representative 

Chairman  of  the  department  (as  non-vot- 
ing Chairman  of  the  committee) 

Four  members  of  the  teaching  staff  in  the 
division  or  department,  holding  tenured  ap- 
pointments 

One  member  of  the  teaching  staff  in  a 
cognate  division  or  department,  holding  a 
tenured  appointment 

If  the  Chairman  of  the  department  were  made 
a voting  member,  the  departmental  staff 
representation  could  be  reduced  to  three.  In 
divisions  without  a departmental  structure, 
a second  member  of  a cognate  division  would 
replace  the  ‘chairman  of  the  department’  and 
the  head  of  the  division  would  be  chairman 
of  the  committee.  A quorum  for  a committee 
of  this  type  would  be  eight,  five  affirmative 
votes  would  be  required  for  a recommenda- 
tion to  grant  tenure.  No  written  departmental 
recommendation  would  be  placed  before  this 
committee  as  would  be  the  case  for  Model 
Ka). 

This  committee  would  not  be  “tailor- 
made”  for  a specific  candidate,  but  would 
consider  all  tenure  cases  in  the  department 
or  division  in  a given  year,  perhaps  over  a 
period  of  years.  Although  the  divisional  or 
departmental  representatives  would  not  be 
chosen  for  their  particular  expertise  in  a can- 
didate’s field  with  four  or  five  such  represen- 
tatives, including  the  Chairman  of  depart- 
ments in  multi-departmental  divisions,  on 
the  committee,  the  probability  is  that  one  or 
more  would  be  reasonably  conversant  with 
any  candidate’s  special  area  of  scholarship. 

The  major  difference  between  this  model 
and  Model  I (a)  is  the  size  of  the  divisional 
or  departmental  representation.  It  is  the 
view  of  those  on  the  Task  Force  who  support 
this  model  that  the  divisional  or  departmental 
representation  in  Model  I (a)  is  too  small. 
They  argue  that  the  tenure  decision  is  of 
most  immediate  and  crucial  importance  to 
the  division  or  department  and  that,  there- 
fore, representation  should  be  more  signifi- 
cant than  three  out  of  seven  members.  It  does 
not  seem  reasonable  to  these  members  of  the 
Task  Force  that  a decision  so  vital  to  the 
long  term  academic  well-being  of  a division 
or  department  be  taken  by  a committee  on 
which  divisional  or  departmental  representa- 
tion is  in  a minority.  Despite  the  fact  that 
Model  I ( b ) gives  a clear  majority  to  divi- 
sional or  departmental  members,  the  pro- 
ponents of  this  model  argue  that  these  mem- 
bers could  not  easily  impose  a ‘departmental 
view’  in  favour  of  tenure  on  the  rest  of  the 
committee,  since  they  would  be  required  to 
convince  at  least  one  of  the  other  members 
in  order  to  achieve  the  required  five  votes. 
They  feel  that  it  is  preferable  for  divisional 
or  departmental  representatives  to  present 
their  views  and  arguments  in  open  discussion 
in  the  tenure  committee  ( whether  a solid  di- 
visional or  departmental  opinion  exists  or 
not),  rather  than  to  have  a divisional  or  de- 
partmental view  expressed  in  writing  as  part 
of  the  essential  documentation  presented  to 
a committee  such  as  in  Model  I (a.).  The 
difficulty  with  a mandatory  written  depart- 
mental recommendation,  they  argue,  is  that  if 
the  tenure  decision  hinges  primarily  on  the 
research  criterion,  the  real  decision  may  have 
been  made  by  the  divisional  or  departmental 
review  committee,  before  the  tenure  com- 
mittee ever  meets.  Although  it  has  been 
stated  that  these  divisional  or  department 
members  should  hot  feel  bound  to  support  a 
divisional  or  departmental  recommendation 
which  is  before  the  committee,  it  seems  un- 
likely, in  general,  that  they  will  wish  to  con- 
travene such  a formal  recommendation,  even 
though  they  might  be  less  than  enthusiastic 
about  it  or  might  even  not  feel  sufficiently 
expert  to  do  so.  Similarly,  it  is  unlikely  that 
the  non-divisional  or  departmental  represen- 
tatives on  a tenure  committee  would  be  will- 
ing to  oppose  departmental  opinion  in  all 
strong  or  even  moderately-strong  depart- 
ments. 

A major  aim  of  those  who  favour  Model  I 
(b)  is  to  increase  the  divisional -or  depart- 
mental input  substantially,  but  at  the  same 
time  to  ensure  that  this  is  presented  and  fully 
discussed  at  the  time  the  real  decision  is 
being  taken. 

The  majority  of  the  Task  Force,  while 
having  some  sympathy  for  these  arguments, 
are  not  prepared  to  support  Model  1(b).  The 
need  for  divisional  or  departmental  represen- 
tation on  and  input  into  the  committee’s  de- 
liberations is  recognized  by  these  members 
and  they  feel  that  this  is  recognized  in  Model 


I ( a ) which  assigns  half  of  the  voting  mem- 
bers to  the  division  or  department.  Neverthe- 
less, they  feel  that,  since  the  award  of  tenure 
is  an  important  University  act,  the  division  or 
department  should  not  have  the  preponder- 
ant role  implied  by  Model  I (b).  Recom- 
mendations from  strong  divisions  or  depart- 
ments which  demonstrate  high  standards  are 
likely  to  carry  considerable,  if  not  decisive, 
weight  in  a tenure  committee  of  the  Model  I 
( a ) type  while  recommendations  from  weaker 
divisions  or  departments,  in  the  majority’s 
view,  are  likely  to  be  more  thoroughly  scru- 
tinized by  a committee  in  which  the  division 
or  department  does  not  have  a preponderant 
role. 

Model  II : 

This  model  is  a variant  of  either  Model  I 
(a)  or  I (b)  with  the  addition  or  substitu- 
tion of  an  untenured  member  of  the  teaching, 
staff  from  the  division  or  department  or  a 
cognate  division  or  department.  While  the 
presence  of  such  members  of  the  teaching 
staff  on  tenure  committees  has  been  exten- 
sively discussed  recently,  the  Task  Force  , is 
not  prepared  to  recommend  this  model.  A 
candidate  for  tenure  is,  in  our  view,  far  more 
likely  to  accept  judgments  on  his  scholarship 
made  by  more  experienced  colleagues  than 
judgments  made  by  untenured  colleagues.  We 
can  foresee  a number  of  rather  difficult  con- 
fiict-of-interest  problems  which  could  arise 
if  untenured  faculty  were  members  of  tenure 
committees,  which  might  well  be  made  more 
severe  in  esoteric  fields  where  the  demand 
for  staff  is  small.  Such  professional  conflicts 
could  be  reduced  if  the  untenured  staff  mem- 
ber came  from  a cognate  division  or  depart- 
ment but  the  question  then  arises  whether, 
outside  his  or  her  own  division  or  depart- 
ment, a young  staff  member  would  bring  to 
the  committee  the  necessary  experienced 
judgment.  The  Task  Force  does  believe  that 
untenured  members  of  the  teaching  staff  can 
make  a valuable  contribution  to  a tenure 
committee  by  submitting  letters  of  appraisal 
of  a candidate  with  whose  work  they  are 
well  acquainted.  Some  members  of  the  Task 
Force  favour  a proposal  whereby  members 
of  the  tenure  committee  would  be  chosen  by 
a vote  of  all  members  of  the  teaching  staff 
in  a division  or  department.  They  could  be 
tenured  or  untenured. 

Model  III: 

This  model  is  also  a variant  of  Model  1(a) 
and  1(b)  with  the  addition  of  two  students, 
one  undergraduate  and  one  graduate.  Under 
this  model,  the  quorum  would  be  the  full 
membership  of  the  committee  and  a recom- 
mendation to  grant  tenure  would  not  carry  if 
more  than  two  members  of  the  committee  do 
not  support  it. 

Debate  concerning  the  issue  of  student 
participation  in  ‘decanal’  tenure  committees 
of  the  type  we  have  proposed  has  been  full 
and  frank  within  the  Task  Force;  we  have 
been  unable,  however,  to  agree  that  there 
should  be  student  members  on  such  commit- 
tees. We  have  agreed  that  effectiveness  in 
teaching  must  be  an  important  factor  in  the 
decision  to  award  a tenured  appointment  and, 
subsequently,  in  promotions  decisions.  We 
have  agreed  that  procedures  for  the  assess- 
ment of  effective  teaching  must  be  improved 
in  many  divisions  of  the  University,  and  later, 
in  this  report,  we  have  suggested  methods 
by  which  this  goal  might  be  accomplished. 
We  believe  that  individual  students,  both 
undergraduate  and  graduate,  should  have  an 
opportunity  to  make  their  views  known  to 
the  tenure  committee.  And  finally,  we  do  not 
accept  some  of  the  common  arguments 
against  student  membership  on  such  com- 
mittees. Most  of  us  do  not  believe  that  stu- 
dents cannot  or  will  not  respect  the  confi- 
dential nature  of  such  a committee’s  proceed- 
ings or  that  their  presence  would  somehow 
inhibit  discussion  of  a candidate’s  qualifica- 
tions. 

Although  the  committee  failed  to  reach 
agreement  on  student  membership,  some 
members  felt  that  students  could  make  valu- 
able contributions  to  the  proceedings  of  the 
tenure  committee.  Some  felt  that  students 
have  sufficient  interest  in  the  quality  of  scho- 
larship in  the  department  and  in  the  future 
of  the  discipline  to  make  their  presence  on 
the  committees  desirable.  Moreover,  they  felt 
that  students  were  in  the  best  position  to 
make  judgments  on  the  quality  of  a candi- 
date’s teaching.  Most  members  of  the  Task 
Force  have  known  students,  both  graduate 
and  undergraduate,  whose  intellectual  capa- 
city and  judgment  are  such  that  one  could 
easily  accept  their  presence  on  a tenure  com- 
mittee. A major  obstacle  for  most  was  the 
problem  of  how  to  select  students  of  this 
calibre.  However,  others  remain  unconvinced 
that  students  can,  in  fact,  make  an  effective 
contribution  to  the  judgment  of  a candidate’s 
scholarship  or  promise  of  future  intellectual 
and  professional  development.  They  feel  that, 
in  general,  students  do  not  possess  the  neces- 
sary maturity  of  judgment,  and  knowledge 
of  and  commitment  to  the  discipline  that 
would  be  brought  to  the  committee  by  ten- 
ured members  of  the  teaching  staff. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  primary  reason 
for  seating  students  on  the  tenure  committees 
would  be  to  ensure  adequate  evaluation  of  a 
candidate’s  effectiveness  in  teaching.  This 


raises  certain  fundamental  questions.  Should 
the  chosen  students  have  been  enrolled  in  a 
course  or  section  given  by  the  candidate?  If 
so,  at  what  level  should  the  students  have 
received  this  instruction?  If  the  student  is 
currently  receiving  instruction  from  the  can- 
didate, obvious  conflicts  of  interest  might 
arise.  This  problem  would  be  particularly 
severe  were  the  candidate  the  thesis  supervi- 
sor of  a graduate  student  on  the  committee. 
Denial  of  tenure  in  such  a case  might  result 
in  delay  or  abandonment  of  the  student’s 
thesis.  Also,  there  might  be  a conflict  if  the 
grades  in  a course  taken  by  a committee 
member  had  not  yet  been  assigned  at  the 
time  of  the  committee’s  meeting.  This,  how- 
ever, would  not  necessarily  preclude  a stu- 
dent with  prior  contact  with  the  candidate 
from  sitting  on  the  committee. 

It  would  seem,  then,  that  the  students  to 
be  chosen  might  not  have  personal  experience 
of  the  candidate’s  teaching.  This  is  not  a 

roblem  if  the  student  is  expected  to  contri- 

ute  an  interpretation  of  the  various  teaching 
assessments  which  are  before  the  committee. 
A student  involved  with  the  teaching  evalua- 
tion programme  in  a division  or  department 
might  be  selected  to  serve  on  a tenure  com- 
mittee. In  some  divisions  and  departments 
there  are  formal  student  organizations  with 
continuity  from  year  to  year  and  a stable  and 
continuous  programme  of  preparation  of  eva- 
luations of  members  of  the  teaching  staff  and 
courses  offered  by  the  division  or  department. 
Students  might  well  be  chosen  in  consulta- 
tion with  such  an  organization,  perhaps  the 
student  officer  in  charge  of  the  evaluations. 
Even  where  such  organizations  do  not  exist, 
most  divisions  have  a continuing  student 
council  which  might  be  consulted  in  the 
selection  of  students. 

The  majority  of  the  committee  expressed 
serious  doubts  about  whether  satisfactory 
selection  procedures  for  student  members  on 
tenure  committees  could  be  developed  and 
made  applicable  across  the  University.  Our 
task  has  been  to  seek  a set  of  regulations 
which  are  applicable  to  all  divisions  and  de- 
partments, not  just  those  where  adequate 
student  organizations  exist  at  this  time.  For 
this  reason  among  others,  the  majority  can- 
not recommend  adoption  of  Model  III. 

Some  members  of  the  Task  Force  have 
argued  that  one  function  that  might  be  served 
by  either  a student,  alumni  or  a member  of 
the  public  at  large  would  be  to  ensure  that 
justice  may  be  seen  to  be  done,  that  the  evi- 
dence concerning  a candidate  was  complete 
and  placed  before  the  committee  and  that  the 
committee  did  duly  weigh  all  elements  of  the 
evidence,  even  recognizing  that  the  inherently 
confidential  nature  of  the  consideration  of 
tenure  precludes  any  member  of  the  commit- 
tee from  directly  discharging  this  responsi- 
bility by  public  disclosure.  All  members  of 
the  Task  Force  do  see  a role,  on  this  ground, 
for  modest  representation  of  students  and 
lay  persons,  perhaps  drawn  from  the  member- 
ship of  the' Governing  Council  and  its  stand- 
ing committees,  on  the  University  Tenure 
Committee  and  the  University  Promotions 
Committee  we  propose  later  in  this  report. 
In  our  view,  the  ‘public  interest’  or  ‘watchdog’ 
role  is  somewhat  easier  to  define  in  these 
committees  which,  as  we  conceive  of  them, 
are  primarily  concerned  with  ensuring  some 
overall  University  standards  and  consistency 
in  the  application  of  procedures. 

The  members  of  the  Task  Force  are  well 
aware  that,  on  the  subject  of  student  partici- 
pation, views  in  the  University  community 
are  strongly  held  and  perhaps  irreconcilable. 
The  difference  is  not  in  the  assessment  of  the 
importance  of  the  tenure  decision  to  the  Uni- 
versity; the  difference,  and  it  is  a funda- 
mental difference,  is  in  opinions  on  who  best 
can  make  the  judgments  which  the  tenure 
decision  requires. 

(3)  Procedures  in  the  Tenure  Committee : 

(a)  Required  Documents 

In  discussing  the  nature  and  composition 
of  the  tenure  committee,  we  have  made  it 
clear  that,  in  our  view,  it  is  essential  that  the 
fullest  possible  documentation  be  available 
to  the  tenure  committee  for  each  candidate 
to  be  considered.  The  responsibility  for  pre- 
paring, supplying  and  presenting  the  docu- 
ments should  be  taken  by  the  chairman  of 
the  candidate’s  department  or  the  head  of 
the  division.  The  following  should  be  the 
minimum  amount  of  documentation  before 
the  committee: 

(i)  The  candidate’s  curriculum  vitae. 

(ii)  Written  assessment  of  the  candidate’s 
scholarly  writings. 

(iii)  Written  assessment  of  the  candidate’s 
teaching  performance. 

We  give  in  more  detail  our  views  as  to  what 
information  these  documents  should  contain, 
but  we  recognize  that  since  there  are  such 
significant  differences  between  departments, 
disciplines  and  divisions  it  is  not  advisable 
to  make  the  details  of  the  documents  manda- 
tory. We  do  suggest,  however,  that  a missing 
item  be  grounds  for  a request  to  the  President 
for  a review,  if  even  within  the  constraints 
of  the  discipline  and  its  practices,  there  is  no 
valid  reason  for  the  omission  and  the  omission 
may  have  altered  the  tenure  decision. 

(i)  The  Curriculum  Vitae 

These  sketches  of  the  history  and  accom- 
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plishments  of  members  of  the  teaching  staff 
presently  come  in  an  incredible  variety  of 
forms,  and  there  is  a genuine  need  to  attempt 
to  introduce  some  uniformity.  We  recom- 
mend that  the  curriculum  vitae  be  in  four 
parts: 

( a ) The  academic  history  of  the  candidate, 
giving  name,  date  of  birth,  institution  at 
which  each  degree  was  obtained  together 
with  the  date  obtained,  title  of  PhD  thesis 
and  supervisor’s  name,  list  of  all  teaching  or 
research  appointments  held,  or  relevant  ex- 
perience with  dates  and  institutions,  any 
honours,  prizes,  etc.,  received  since  the  first 
degree  was  obtained,  the  present  appoint- 
ment and  all  other  activities  related  to  the 
candidate’s  work  at  the  University.  In  addi- 
tion there  should  be  a list  of  all  research  or 
other  grants  obtained,  together  with  the  name 
of  the  granting  agency,  the  date  of  award 
and  the  amount,  and  any  contracts  entered 
into. 

(b)  A list  of  the  candidate’s  written  scho- 
larly work  including  work  published,  com- 
pleted but  not  yet  published,  and  in  progress. 
The  ‘published’  category  should  be  subdivi- 
ded to  separate  the  works  published  in  refer- 
eed journals  from  those  in  non-refereed  pub- 
lications. The  ‘completed  but  not  yet  pub- 
lished’ category  should  fist  the  items  that 
properly  fall  into  this  category  together  with 
a note  by  the  candidate  as  to  the  current 
situation  with  respect  to  each  item.  Similarly 
under  ‘work  in  progress’  the  candidate  should 
list  the  items  and  give  a brief  account  of  the 
stage  of  progress  reached  at  the  time  the 
list  is  prepared. 

(c)  A list  of  all  courses,  graduate  and 
undergraduate,  taught  by  the  candidate  at 
the  University  of  Toronto.  If  the  candidate 
has  had  major  responsibility  for  the  design 
of  a course,  this  should  be  stated  and  a 
course  outline  and  reading  list  and  set  of 
essay  topics  supplied,  where  these  give  evi- 
dence as  to  the  candidate’s  ability  in  design- 
ing the  course  and  whenever  such  information 
is  available.  A list  of  graduate  students  super- 
vised, together  with  their  thesis  topics  and 
the  dates  indicating  the  period  of  supervision 
for  each  candidate  should  also  be  included. 

( d ) A list  of  committees  and  organizations 
within  and  outside  the  University  on  which 
the  candidate  has  served  and  which  the  can- 
didate wishes  to  include,  together  with  the 
period  of  service  and  the  candidate’s  function 
on  them,  where  these  directly  relate  to  the 
candidate’s  aeademic  discipline  or  scholarly 
activities. 

The  preparation  of  the  curriculum  vitae 
should  be  a joint  responsibility  of  the  candi- 
date and  the  chairman  of  the  candidate’s 
division  or  department.  The  candidate  should 
not  suppress  information,  but  should  be  en- 
couraged to  draw  to  the  attention  of  the  di- 
vision head  or  chairman  those  items  which, 
in  the  candidate’s  view,  are  particularly  meri- 
torious as  well  as  those  which  no  longer  re- 
flect his  scholarly  opinions. 

(ii)  Assessment  of  the  candidate’s 

scholarly  writings 

The  work  that  the  candidate  has  com- 
pleted, or  has  nearly  completed,  should  be 
given  to  the  division  head  or  chairman  who 
shall  arrange  for  its  assessment  by  specialists 
in  the  candidate’s  field.  Divisions  and  depart- 
ments should  establish  internal  reading  and 
evaluation  committees  that  would  assess  the 
material  presented  and  prepare  a written 
evaluation  of  it.  In  addition,  written  external 
appraisals  should  be  obtained.  We  appre- 
ciate that  there  are  some  difficulties  with  ex- 
ternal appraisals.  An  anonymous  external  ap- 
praisal has,  in  effect,  been  made  when  a 
paper  has  been  accepted  by  a refereed  jour- 
nal, and  an  external  appraiser  will  generally 
be  limited  to  assessing  work  which  has  been 
published,  The  usefulness  of  an  external  ap- 
praisal depends  very  much  on  the  actual  re- 
quest of  the  appraiser  as  to  the  purpose  for 
which  the  appraisal  is  asked.  Moreover, 
there  are  frequently  differences  of  opinion 
between  different  appraisers.  Nonetheless, 
we  urge  each  division  and  department  to 
submit  work  to  one  or  more  external  apprais- 
ers. A modest  honorarium  might  be  paid 
where  necessary  and  appropriate.  The  ap- 
praisers should  be  selected  by  the  division 
head  or  chairman  from  a list  submitted  by 
the  candidate;  the  candidate  may  indicate 
which  names  would  be  most  appropriate  and 
why,  but  the  selection  from  the  list  should 
be  by  the  division  head  or  chairman  alone. 

(iii)  Assessment  of  the  candidate’s 

teaching  ability 

We  have  found  it  extremely  difficult  to  go 
beyond  general  recommendations  on  the 
gathering  of  assessments  in  this  area.  The 
involvement  of  students  at  all  levels  in  gather- 
ing assessments  is,  we  believe,  essential.  Yet 
the  great  variety  in  size  and  kind  of  divisions 
and  departments,  the  great  range  of  degrees 
of  affiliation  or  association  of  students  with 
divisions  and  departments  and  the  great  dif- 
ferences in  degree  of  student  involvement  in 
divisional  and  departmental  affairs  which 
characterize  this  University,  all  defeat  any 
attempt  to  be  precise  in  our  recommenda- 
tions as  to  how  assessment  of  teaching  ability 
should  be  carried  out  in  order  to  produce 
meaningful  information  for  the  tenure  com- 
mittee. 


We  begin  by  recommending  as  strongly  as 
we  can  that  each  division,  department  and 
teaching  unit  take  seriously  the  problem  of 
assessing  teaching  ability  in  the  discipline 
concerned.  Students  should  be  encouraged 
to  be  strong  and  active  members  of  commit- 
tees or  study  groups  that  will  attempt  to  de- 
vise methods  whereby  teaching  ability  can 
be  assessed,  and  put  these  methods  into 
effect.  The  assessment  of  ‘technique’  (i.e. 
the  degree  to  which  a staff  member  can  effec- 
tively communicate  with  his  class)  should 
be  relatively  easy  compared  with  assessment 
of  ‘teaching  level’,  the  degree  of  intellectual 
stimulation  and  exchange  that  takes  place  in 
a class.  Such  processes  should,  in  our  view, 
be  developed  and  applied  at  the  divisional 
and,  in  the  multi-departmental  divisions,  the 
departmental  level. 

We  list  a number  of  positive  suggestions, 
drawn  to  our  attention  in  submissions  or 
other  material,  that  could  be  useful:  the 
polling  of  graduate  students,  particularly 
those  whose  undergraduate  career  was  at 
this  University;  the  use  of  course  question- 
naires distributed  at  strategic  times  in  class; 
the  use  of  letters  solicited  from  students;  the 
use  of  letters  solicited  from  graduates.  The 
information  should  be  gathered  for  all  types 
of  courses  and  teaching  functions  - the  large 
classes  and  the  small,  the  introductory  level 
courses  and  the  advanced,  graduate  courses 
and  graduate  supervision,  the  lecture  and  the 
laboratory,  the  tutorial  and  the  seminar,  and 
the  quality  of  counselling  and  advice  given 
to  students.  The  information  should  be 
gathered  from  all  types  of  students:  those 
with  a specialized  interest  in  the  discipline 
and  those  in  specialized  courses  and  those  in 
more  general  courses;  those  in  advanced 
years  and  those  in  first  year;  those  registered 
in  the  division  and  those  registered  in  an- 
other division.  When  a member  of  the  teach- 
ing staff  being  considered  for  tenure  holds 
a cross-appointment  in  the  Division  of  Uni- 
versity Extension  or  its  successor  organization, 
particular  care  should  be  taken  to  ensure 
that  any  available  assessment  from  that 
source  is  sought  and  taken  fully  into  account 
by  the  tenure  committee. 

Most  members  of  the  Task  Force  would 
urge  divisions  and  departments  to  encourage 
the  development  of  a student  committee  in 
each  division  and  department  which  would 
be  a stable  and  continuing  organization  cap- 
able of  responsibly  providing  such  teaching 
assessments  on  a regular  basis  for  all  faculty 
members. 

(b)  Detailed  Procedures  in  the  Committee 
and  the  Approval  Mechanism 

( 1 ) Each  division  head  and  chairman 
shall  have  the  responsibility  of  ensuring  that 
those,  members  of  the  teaching  staff  who 
must  be  considered  for  tenure  in  the  spring 
term  of  an  academic  year  shall  be  identified 
in  the  previous  September.  The  member  of 
the  teaching  staff  identified  should  be  in- 
formed in  September  that  tenure  will  be 
considered  and  asked  to  prepare  a curricu- 
lum vitae  and  make  available  to  the  division 
head  or  chairman  all  papers  and  documents 
as  indicated  above. 

(2)  The'  division  head  or  chairman  shall 
obtain  the  necessary  appraisals  of  the  candi- 
date’s work  and  the  divisional  or  depart- 
mental recommendation  and  have  the  candi- 
date’s dossier  complete  by  February  1. 

(3)  The  chairman,  in  multi-departmental 
divisions,  shall  submit  the  dossier,  together 
with  his  recommendations  for  members  of 
the  tenure  committee,  to  the  head  of  the  divi- 
sion who  shall  then  make  his  appointments 
to  the  tenure  committee  and  forward  the 
dossier  and  the  names  of  his  appointees  to 
the  Office  of  the  Vice-President  and  Provost. 
The  heads  of  other  divisions  should,  of  course, 
forward  the  dossier  and  the  names  of  his  or 
her  appointees  directly  to  the  Office  of  the 
Vice-President  and  Provost.  The  Vice-Presi- 
dent and  Provost  shall  then  designate  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  who  shall  then 
receive  the  file  and  call  a meeting  of  the 
committee. 

(4)  The  tenure  committee  shall  meet  and 
consider  all  the  evidence  put  before  it.  In 
cases  where  the  committee  finds  it  difficult  to 
reach  a clear-cut  recommendation  on  the 
basis  of  the  evidence  available,  it  may  recess 
for  a short  period,  no  longer  than  a month, 
to  obtain  additional  or  supplementary  in- 
formation from  the  candidate  or  other 
sources. 

( 5 ) The  tenure  committee,  we  recommend, 
shall  take  only  one  of  two  possible  decisions: 
to  grant  tenure,  or  to  deny  tenure.  The  deci- 
sion must  be  taken  on  the  basis  of  the  evi- 
dence available  at  the  time  of  the  meeting. 
A decision  to  adjourn  without  taking  a de- 
cision will  require  the  establishment  of  a new 
tenure  committee  to  take  one  of  the  two  de- 
cisions required  unless  the  Office  of  the  Vice- 
President  and  Provost  is  convinced  that  the 
circumstances  are  unusual  enough  to  justify 
delaying  the  appointment  of  a new  commit- 
tee for  a period  of  up  to  one  year.  We  should 
point  out  that  implementation  of  this  recom- 
mendation would  eliminate  option  (7)  (c) 
in  the  ‘Haist’  rules. 

(6)  A majority  of  the  Task  Force  feel  that 
reasons  for  a proposed  negative  recommen- 
dation should  be  given  to  the  candidate  who 


would  have  an  opportunity  to  respond  to 
them,  either  orally  or  in  writing,  within 
fifteen  days  of  notification.  Thereafter,  the 
committee  would  make  a final  decision  on  the 
recommendation  for  communication  to  the 
head  of  the  division. 

(7)  As  soon  as  may  be  practicable  after 
the  decision,  the  chairman  of  the  tenure 
committee  shall  report  the  decision  and  the 
reasons  therefore  to  the  head  of  the  division. 

(8)  The  head  of  the  division  shall  then 
forward  the  decision  with  the  candidate’s 
dossier  to  the  Vice-President  and  Provost 
who  will  convene  a meeting  of  the  University 
Tenure  Committee.  The  membership  of  this 
committee  shall  include  all  those  members 
of  the  teaching  staff  appointed  in  that  year 
to  act  as  chairmen  of  tenure  committees  and 
some  student  and  lay  representatives,  with 
the  Vice-President  and  Provost  or  his  desig- 
nate as  chairman.  This  committee  shall  re- 
view all  the  tenure  recommendations  made 
during  an  academic  year  with  a primary  con- 
cern for  the  consistency  of  procedures  and 
standards  in  the  committees.  It  shall  have  the 
power  to  refej-  a case  back  to  the  head  of  a 
division  when  the  committee  concludes  that 
further  evidence  is  necessary  or  when  it  is  of 
the  opinion  that  a recommendation  is  seri- 
ously inconsistent  with  University  standards. 
In  the  case  of  missing  or  incomplete  docu- 
mentation, the  head  of  the  division  shall  see 
that  it  is  obtained,  reconvene  the  tenure 
committee  for  reconsideration  of  the  case,  or 
explain,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  University 
Tenure  Committee,  why  the  information  can- 
not be  obtained.  In  the  case  of  serious  in- 
consistency with  University  standards,  rep- 
resentatives of  the  University  Tenure  Com- 
mittee shall  meet  with  the  original  tenure 
committee  and  the  head  of  the  division  to 
review  and  decide  the  matter. 

( 9 ) Under  current  appointment  procedures 
approved  by  the  Governing  Council,  it  shall 
be  the  responsibility  of  the  Vice-President 
and  Provost,  in  the  case  of  tenure  recommen- 
dations not  requiring  further  review,  to  seek 
the  President’s  approval  of  the  recommenda- 
tion and,  if  granted,  so  inform  the  head  of 
the  division  concerned.  Approved  awards  of 
tenured  appointments  shall  be  reported  to 
the  Academic  Affairs  Committee  of  the 
Governing  Council  for  information. 

(10)  The  head  of  the  division  will  then 
notify  the  candidate  of  the  decision  and,  if 
requested,  the  reasons  for  the  decision. 

(11)  Where  tenure  has  been  denied,  the 
division  head  or  the  chairman  of  the  depart- 
ment, in  consultation  with  the  division  head, 
shall  then  determine  whether  the  candidate 
will  be  given  a one  or  two  year  contract  fol- 
lowed by  automatic  termination  with  no 
further  review. 

A minority  of  members  of  the  Task  Force 
believe  that  an  interview  with  the  candidate 
should  be  a mandatory  part  of  the  commit- 
tee’s procedures.  They  feel  that  the  committee 
would  likely  receive  further  information  and 
that  it  is  desirable  for  a candidate  to  speak 
on  his  or  her  own  behalf.  Other  members 
have  argued  that  an  interview  with  the  can- 
didate would  only  be  useful  in  circumstances 
such  as  those  envisaged  in  (4)  above.  A 
majority  of  the  Task  Force  are  convinced 
that  an  interview  with  the  candidate  would 
only  complicate  the  committee’s  procedures 
and  not  add  significantly  to  the  written  in- 
formation and  assessments  required  to  be 
before  the  committee. 

Special  Problems 

The  complexities  of  handling  the  problem 
of  cross-appointments  in  the  context  of  the 
award  of  tenure  has  particularly  concerned 
the  Task  Force.  The  variety  of  such  appoint- 
ments in  the  University  defies  full  description. 
We  recommend  that  all  members  of  the 
teaching  staff  who  are  cross-appointed  from 
externally-controlled  institutions,  including 
the  federated  universities,  other  universities, 
the  Royal  Ontario  Museum,  the  Ontario  Col- 
lege of  Art  and  the  Ontario  Institute  for 
Studies  in  Education,  be  deemed  to  hold 
part-time  appointments  making  them  ineli- 
gible for  tenured  status  in  the  University. 
Those  who  already  hold  tenured  appoint- 
ments and  who  are  in  this  category  should 
continue  to  hold  tenure.  In'  the  case  of  cross- 
appointments within  the  University,  we  rec- 
ommend that  there  should  be  such  a division 
of  duties  and  salary  as  will  ensure  that  there 
is  always  a primary  appointment,  carrying 
more  than  50  per  cent  of  the  salary,  and  a 
secondary  appointment,  carrying  the  salary 
balance.  We  believe  that  there  must  be  one 
division,  that  in  which  the  primary  appoint- 
ment is  held,  which  will  take  responsibility 
for  seeing  that  the  cross-appointee’s  rights 
are  protected,  for  providing  an  avenue  for 
redress  of  grievance,  and  for  seeing  that  the- 
necessary  tenure  committee  is  appointed  and 
for  collecting  and  preparing  the  material  for 
the  committee’s  consideration.  If  a faculty 
member  is  cross-appointed  to  more  than  two 
administrative  units  within  the  University, 
that  unit  which  carries  the  largest  salary 
share  should  be  designated  as  the  primary 
appointment  unit.  Since  members  of  the 
teaching  staff  often  change  the  manner  in 
which  their  services  are  distributed,  the 
operative  division  of  salary,  leading  to  the 
definition  of  the  primary  appointment,  should 


be  that  in  effect  in  the  month  of  September 
immediately  preceding  the  spring  in  which 
the  tenure  decision  is  to  be  made. 

The  head  of  the  division  in  which 
the  primary  appointment  is  held  should, 
through  such  officers  (e.g.  departmental 
chairmen),  as  are  appropriate,  be  re- 
sponsible for  notifying  the  candidate  and 
for  the  preparation  of  the  candidate’s 
dossier.  This  must  be  done  in  collabora- 
tion with  the  appropriate  officers  of  the 
other  division(s),  and  evidence  of  this 
collaboration  must  be  placed  before  the 
tenure  committee;  its  absence  shall  be 
grounds  for  a request  for  a review  of  the 
decision.  Both  the  chairman  of  the  depart- 
ment of  primary  appointment,  and  the 
officer  of  the  division  of  secondary  appoint- 
ment may,  and  should,  submit  recom- 
mendations for  faculty  members  to  be 
appointed  to  the  tenure  committee  to  the 
head  of  the  primary  division  who  shall 
appoint  the  faculty  members  as  indicated 
earlier.  The  model  tenure  committee  pro- 
posed above,  however,  should  be  enlarged 
by  one  member,  the  chairman  of  the  de- 
partment or  other  academic  officer  of  the 
division  in  which  the  secondary  appoint- 
ment is  held.  In  terms  of  the  ‘core  com- 
mittee’ outlined  in  Model  I (a)  above, 
this  means  that  six  votes  would  be  required 
for  the  grant  of  tenure.  The  table  which 
follows  includes  some  examples  to  illus- 
trate this  procedure.  ( Table  on  facing  page. ) 

It  should  be  noted  from  the  table  that 
we  recommend  the  granting  of  appoint- 
ment authority  to  units  of  the  University, 
in  particular  the  School  of  Graduate 
Studies,  that  do  not  formally  have  it  at 
this  time  except  through  participation  in 
making  cross-appointments.  Most  of  us  be- 
lieve that  the  time  has  now  arrived  when 
this  change  in  policy  should  be  imple- 
mented to  recognize  the  growth  and,  im- 
portance of  some  of  the  multi-disciplinary 
centres'  and  institutes.  We  urge  that  the 
Office  of  the  Vice-President  and  Provost, 
in  consultation  with  the  Dean  of  the  School 
of  Graduates  Studies,  monitor  such  re- 
quests for  appointments  very  carefully  and 
that  the  Budget  Committee  should  review 
the  budget  submissions  of  centres  and  insti- 
tutes granted  this  authority  with  special 
care.-  We  suggest  also  that  such  appoint- 
ments always  include  a divisional  or  de- 
partmental component.  In  this  sense,  they 
would  continue  to  be  cross-appointments, 
although  initiated  by  - centres,  institutes  or 
other  units.  We  would  not  wish  this  recom- 
mendation to  be  interpreted  as  providing 
support  for  the  creation  of  a separate 
group  of  members  of  the  teaching  staff 
who  only  have  graduate  teaching  responsi- 
bilities. In  our  view,  one  of  the  strengths 
of  this  University  has  been  the  tradition 
that  all  or  most  members  of  the  teaching 
staff  on  the  graduate  faculty  have  both 
graduate  and  undergraduate  teaching  re- 
sponsibilities and  we  would  not  wish  to 
encourage  any  weakening  of  this  tradition. 

Our  recommendations  regarding  Scar- 
borough and  Erindale  Colleges  need  to  be 
made  specific  since,  as  indicated  in  the 
Table,  the  cross-appointment  of  a person 
appointed  full-time  at  either  College  is  an 
affiliative  cross-appointment  rather  than  a 
budgetary  one.  Until  July  1,  1972,  all  mem- 
bers of  the  teaching  staff  appointed  to 
Scarborough  and  Erindale  Colleges  were 
cross-appointed  to  the  appropriate  depart- 
ment on  the  St.  George  Campus.  Faculty 
members  at  Scarborough  College  who  were 
members  of  the  staff  there  on  June  30, 
1972,  were  given  the  option  of  retaining  a 
cross-appointment  with  the  appropirate  St. 
George  Campus  Department  and,  conse- 
quently having  their  tenure  status  decided 
on  tire  St.  George  Campus,  or  giving  up 
the  cross-appointment  and  having  their 
tenure  status  decided  on  the  Scarborough 
Campus.  In  addition,  all  new  appointments 
to  Scarborough  College  were  to  be  ap- 
pointed to  the  College  only,  without  cross- 
appointment to  a St.  George  Campus  de- 
partment. We  recommend  that  all  members 
of  the  teaching  staff  at  both  Scarborough 
and  Erindale  Colleges  hold  cross-appoint- 
ments, even  without  salary,  in  the  appro- 
priate St.  George  Campus  departments 
whether  or  not  they  have  actual  teaching 
responsibilities  outside  the  Colleges.  This, 
in  our  view,  would  recognize  an  important 
principle  that  all  members  of  the  teaching 
staff  are  members  of  the  University  of 
Toronto  and  part  of  a complement  of 
scholars  and  teachers  in  their  respective 
disciplines. 

We  recommend  that  Scarborough  and 
Erindale  Colleges  should  initiate  the  tenure 
proceedings  for  members  of  their  teaching 
staff  and  be  responsible  for  appointing  the 
faculty  members  to  the  committee  in  con- 
sultation with  the  appropriate  division  head 
or  chairman  on  the  St.  George  Campus. 
However,  we  recommend  that  the  chairman 
of  the  appropriate  St.  George  Campus  de- 
partment must  be  a member  of  the  enlarged 
committee,  and  that  the  candidate  must  be 
submitted  to  the  same  criteria  and  proce- 
dures of  assessment  as  his  or  her  colleague 
in  the  St.  George  Campus  Department.  The 
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absence  of  a departmental  or  equivalent 
assessment,  if  one  would  normally  have 
been  expected,  should  be  grounds  for  ap- 
peal. In  the  case  of  ‘College  subjects’,  the 
St.  George  Campus  chairman  should  be  the 
Chairman  of  the  University  College  Depart- 
ment, and  the  assessment  procedures  those 
of  the  University  College  Department,  al- 
though it  should  be  possible  to  invite  the 
chairman  of  an  ‘Inter-Collegiate  Depart- 
ment’ or  ‘Combined  Department’  in  the 
discipline  to  act  as  an  assessor,  if  the  head 
of  the  division  should  deem  this  desirable. 

At  present,  those  sections  of  the  ‘Haist’ 
rules  governing  the  award  of  tenured  ap- 
pointments are  not  generally  applied  in  the 
clinical  departments  of  the  • Faculty  of 
Medicine.  Some  individual  members  of  the 
teaching  staff  in  the  clinical  departments 
did  receive  letters  in  1967  ‘confirming’  their 
tenured  status  and  members  ,of  the  teach- 
ing staff  in  three  departments  of  the  Faculty 
. of  Medicine,  not  originally  classified  as 
clinical,  had  tenured  status  confirmed  in 
1967  or  awarded  on  the  recommendation 
of  a ‘Haist’  type  committee  subsequently. 

The  decision  not  to  award  tenured  ap- 
pointments in  the  clinical  departments  was 
based  on  the  presence  of  a single  addi- 
tional argument  to  all  of  the  usual  argu- 
ments for  and  against  tenure,  namely  that 
the  effective  performance  of  professorial 
duties  in  a clinical  department  necessitated, 
in  most  cases,  a concurrently  held  hospital 
appointment.  We  have  been  informed  that 
there  are  many  members  of  the  teaching 
staff  in  the  clinical  departments  concerning 
whom  the  arguments  for  tenure  are  just  as 
strong  as  those  concerning  any  others  in 
the  university.  These  are  persons  engaged 
in  scholarly  activity  in  various  medical 
disciplines  with  extensive  publications  in 
refereed  journals  and  carrying  out  research 
supported  by  grants  awarded  by  agencies 
using  a peer-review  system.  They  have  a 
key  role  in  the  teaching  of  the  scientific 
basis  and  practice  of  medicine.  Many  of 
them  perform  considerable  service  on  com- 
mittees of  their  departments  and  of  the 
Faculty;  some  of  them  serve  in  the  wider 
sphere  of  university  administration  and 
governance.  We  believe  that  these  factors 
could  be  identified  apd  weighed  with  as 
much  ease  by  an  appropriately  constituted 
tenure  committee  as  would  be  the  case  in 
other  divisions  of  the  University.  Conse- 
quently, we  recommend  that  normal  tenure 
procedures  henceforth  apply  in  the  clinical 
departments  of  the  Faculty  of  Medicine  to 
‘full-time’  members  of  the  teaching  staff 
with  the  proviso  that  loss  of  hospital  ap- 
pointment would  provide  cause  for  dis- 
missal. Loss  of  hospital  appointment  by 
senior  personnel  is  very  infrequent  and,  we 
are  informed,  is  always  for  adequate  cause 
as  determined  by  a review  board  in  the 
hospital  concerned. 

If  tenure  is  extended  to  members  of 
clinical  departments,  a somewhat  different 
composition  of  the  tenure  committee  from 
that  used  in  other  divisions  of  the  Univer- 
sity might  be  appropriate.  Many  members 
of  the  teaching  staff  in  the  clinical  depart- 
ments would  have  had  little  if  any  contact 
with  the  School  of  Graduate  Studies.  The 
Dean  of  the  School  of  Graduate  Studies  or 
his  representative  might  perhaps  be  re- 
placed by  a representative  of  the  hospital 
to  which  the  candidate  is  appointed  or  by 
a representative  from  another  Faculty. 

We  believe  that,  in  recasting  the  rules 
to  apply  to  the  clinical  departments,  the 
definition  of  ‘full-time’  should  be  changed 
to  correspond  to  the  individual’s  role  in 
the  department  rather  than  to  the  source 


of  salary.  The  two  categories  presently  used 
by  the  Faculty  are  ‘full-time’,  applying  to 
a member  of  the  teaching  staff  all  of  whose 
time  is  under  the  direction  of  the  depart- 
mental chairman  and  ‘geographical  full- 
time’  applying  to  an  individual  who  is  peiv 
mitted  to  devote  a defined  proportion  of 
time,  not  to  exceed  20  per  cent,  to  private 
practice  related  to  his  or  her  departmental 
role.  Since  this  20  per  cent  is  under  the 
scrutiny  of  the  chairman  it  appears  to  us 
that  both  categories  could  be  telescoped 
into  a single  ‘full-time’  classification.  We 
recommend,  however,  that  the  Vice-Presi- 
dent and  Provost  in  consultation  with  the 
Dean  of  the  Faculty  of  Medicine  give  this 
problem  further  study. 

IV  REQUESTS  FOR  REVIEW  OF 
NEGATIVE  TENURE  DECISIONS 

We  recommend  that  a request  for  a re- 
view of  a negative  tenure  decision  must  be 
lodged  with  the  President  within  30  days 
of  receipt  by  the  members  of  the  teaching 
staff  concerned  of  the  decision  of  the 
tenure  committee  as  confirmed  by  the  Uni- 
versity Tenure  Committee. 

During  our  deliberations,  the  Task  Force 
received  from  the  President  a document 
entitled  ‘Policy  and  Procedures  as  to 
Establishment  of  Special  Review  Commit- 
tees under  Section  8 of  U.  of  T.  Statement 
on  Academic  Tenure’.  This  document  was 
prepared  because  of  the  urgent  need  to  give 
some  procedural  substance  to  Section  (8) 
of  the  ‘Haist’  rules  in  view  of  an  unprece- 
dented number  of  applications  to  the 
President  for  the  review  of  decisions  to 
deny  tenure  taken  by  tenure  committees  in 
the  spring  of  1972.  After  examining  the 
document,  the  Task  Force  has  concluded 
that,  with  one  modification,  „ it  provides  a 
satisfactory  sfet  of  procedures  for  handling 
such  requests.  We  suggest  that  ‘improper 
bias  or  motive  on  the  part  of  any  member 
or  members  of  the  tenure  committee’  be  an 
explicit  ground  for  requesting  a review.  It 
would  be  useful,  we  believe,  for  the  Presi- 
dent to  consult  those  who  have  acted  as 
chairmen  of  review  committees  during  1973 
and  solicit  their  suggestions  for  changes  in 
wording  or  procedures.  The  document,  with 
any  changes,  should  then  be  reviewed  by 
legal  counsel  with  a view  to  incorporation 
of  these  procedures  in  a revised  statement 
of  the  University’s  appointment  and  tenure 
policies. 

We  have  considered  and  rejected  alterna- 
tives to  direct  presidential  involvement  in 
these  procedures  but  we  would  urge  the 
President  to  consider  tire  establishment  of 
a panel  of  senior  members  of  the  teaching 
staff  to  assist  him  in  reviewing  the  evi- 
dence and  deciding  whether'  ‘exceptional 
circumstances’,  as  defined  in  the  document, 
justifying  the  appointment  of  a review 
committee  do  in  fact  exist. 

V DISMISSAL  FOR  CAUSE 

The  Task  Force  has  noted  that  no  dis- 
missal proceedings  have  been  instituted 
under  the  ‘Haist’  rules  since  their  adoption 
in  1967.  We  believe  that,  while  the  number 
(Sf  such  cases  will  be  small,  the  academic 
administration  of  the  University,  the  Presi- 
dent and  his  colleagues,  principals,  deans, 
directors  and  departmental  chairmen,  should 
not  hesitate  to  launch  dismissal  proceedings 
if,  in  their  judgment,  the  holder  of  a tenured 
appointment  shows  cause  for  dismissal. 
Tenure  must,  in  no  sense,  protect  incom- 
petence. At  the  same  time,  the  rights  of 
the  member  of  the  teaching  staff  concerned 
must  be  fully  protected. 

We  recommend  that  the  following  state- 
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ment,  subject  to  review  by  legal  counsel, 
replace  the  relevant  portions  of  Section 
(11)  of  the  ‘Haist’  rules  and  apply  to  all 
members  of  the  teaching  staff,  those  who 
currently  hold  tenured  appointments  and 
tho;e  awarded  tenure  in  the  future: 

‘A  member  of  the  teaching  staff,  holding 
a tenured  appointment,  may  have  that  ap- 
pointment terminated  prior  to  the  normal 
age  of  retirement  for  cause,  which  means: 

(1)  Persistent  neglect  of,  or  refusal  to 
carry  out  reasonable  duties  assigned  by  the 
appropriate,  academic  authority; 

(2)  inability  to  carry  out  reasonable 
duties,  except  where  the  inability  is  at- 
tributable to  physical  or  mental  illness  or 
injury  and  qualifies  for  compensation  under 
a disability  insurance  scheme; 

( 3 ) failure  to  maintain  reasonable  com- 
petence in  his  or  her  discipline;  or, 

( 4 ) gross  misconduct.’ 

We  recommend  that  the  following  proce- 
dures, subject  to  review  by  legal  counsel, 
replace  Sections  (14)  through  (29)  of  the 
‘Haist’  rules: 

(a)  When  the  Dean  of  a Faculty,  Direc- 
tor of  a School  or  Principal  of  a College  has 
or  is  presented  with  reason  to  believe  that 
cause  for  dismissal  of  a member  of  the 
teaching  staff  may  exist,  the  President  of  the 
University  must  be  notified.  If  the  Presi- 
dent agrees,  he  shall  initiate  the  following 
procedures. 

(b)  An  attempt  to  settle  the  matter  in- 
formally shall  be  made  at  a meeting 
involving  the  President,  the  Dean,  Director 
or  Principal  concerned,  the  member  of  the 
teaching  staff  and  a disinterested  senior 
academic  administrator  or  senior  professor 
acceptable  to  the  member  and  to  the  Dean, 
Director  or  Principal. 

(c)  If  the  attempt  to  settle  the  matter 
informally  fails,  the  President  shall  inform 
the  member  of  the  teaching  staff,  in  writing, 
of  his  intention  to  institute  dismissal  pro- 
ceedings and  shall  give  reasonable  informa- 
tion as  to  the  alleged  cause. 

(d)  Within  three  weeks  the  President 
and  the  member  should  jointly  name  a 
Hearing  Committee  of  three  university 
faculty  members  from  this  University  or 
elsewhere.  If  agreement  cannot  be  reached 
on  the  composition  of  the  Hearing  Com- 
mittee within  the  three  week  period,  the 
most  senior  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Ontario  who  is  willing  to  act  and  who 
is  not  a member  of  the  Governing  Council 
shall  be  asked  to  name  the  Hearing  Com- 
mittee. 

(e)  The  Hearing  Committee  shall  inform 
the  President  and  the  member  of  the  time 
and  place  designated  for  the  hearing.  The 
hearing  should  commence  within  three 
weeks  of  the  appointment  of  the  committee. 

(f)  The  Hearing  Committee  shall  pro- 
ceed to  determine,  in  accordance  with  the 
Statutory  Powers  Procedure  Act,  whether 
cause  for  dismissal  exists. 

(g)  The  President  and  the  member  shall 
be  the  parties  to  the  proceedings.  Each 
shall  be  entitled  to  be  represented  by  coun- 
sel or  an  agent.  They  shall  be  entitled  to 
call  and  examine  witnesses,  conduct  cross- 
examinations  of  witnesses  and  present  argu- 
ments and  submissions. 

(h)  Witnesses  shall  be  entitled  to  be  ad- 
vised by  counsel  or  an  agent,  but  such 
counsel  or  agent  may  take  no  other  part 
in  the  proceedings. 

(i)  Where  a hearing  is  in  camera,  the 
counsel  or  agent  for  a witness  is  not  entitled 
to  be  present  except  when  that  witness  is 
giving  evidence. 

(j)  The  hearing  shall  be  open  except 
where  the  Hearing  Committee  otherwise 
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directs  in  accordance  with  Section  9 of  the 
Statutory  Powers  Procedure  Act. 

(k)  The  Hearing  Committee  shall  give 
its  decision  in  writing  to  the  President  and 
the  member. 

( l ) If  the  Hearing  Committee  decides 
that  cause  for  dismissal  exists,  the  Presi- 
dent may  carry  a recommendation  for  dis- 
missal to  the  Governing  Council.  If  the 
Hearing  Committee  decides  that  cause  for 
dismissal  does  not  exist  but  that  miscon- 
duct has  taken  place,  it  may  impose  one 
of  the  penalties  set  out  in  the  Code  of 
Behaviour  of  the  University.  No  further 
or  other  action  shall  be  taken  against  the 
member. 

(m)  The  Hearing  Committee  shall  main- 
tain a record  of  the  proceedings  as  required 
by  Section  20  of  the  Statutory  Powers  Pro- 
cedure Act  and,  where  it  deems  it  appro- 
priate, may  also  require  a full  or  partial 
transcript  of  the  proceedings. 

( n ) Where  . a member  of  the  teaching 
staff  declines  to  participate  in  naming  a 
Hearing  Committee,  it  may  be  done  jointly  - 
by  the  President  and  the  President  of  the 
University  of  Toronto  Faculty  Association. 

(o)  Where  notice  of  hearing  has  been 
given  by  the  Hearing  Committee  and  the 
party  notified  does  not  appear,  the  Com- 
mittee may  proceed  in  the  party’s  absence. 

(p)  The  decision  of  a Hearing  Com- 
mittee shall  be  final  and  not  subject  to 
appeal. 

We  recommend  also,  that  Section  ( 30 ) of 
the  ‘Haist’  rules  be  retained.  Section  (30) 
reads:  . 

“If  the  Committee  finds  the  charges  sub- 
stantiated and  serious  enough  to  warrant 
dismissal,  the  salary  and  the  University’s 
contribution  to  pension  shall  be  continued 
for  at  least  one  year  from  the  time  of  noti- 
fication of  dismissal.” 

VI  DISMISSAL  OF  STAFF 
FOR  FISCAL  REASONS 

The  terms  of  reference  of  the  Task  Force 
include  a “review  ...  [of]  the  ...  [Canadian 
Association  of  University  Teachers]  guide- 
lines on  dismissal  of  staff  for  fiscal  reasons”. 
We  have  considered  and  discussed  these 
guidelines,  and  the  majority  of  the  mem- 
bers find  no  great  fault  in  them  except 
that  they  are  general  guidelines  only.  In 
this  section  of  our  report,  we  discuss  the 
problem  more  fully  and  outline  more  spe- 
cific procedures  that  would  be  applicable 
in  this  University. 

The  majority  has  been  influenced  by  the 
argument  that,  if  the  Governing  Council 
terminates  the  contract  of  a member  of  the 
teaching  staff,  whose  only  defect  is  that 
his  or  her  expertise  can  no  longer  be  af- 
forded by  the  University,  this  action  under- 
mines the  concept  of  tenure.  We  note,  how- 
ever, that  the  Canadian  Association  of 
University  Teachers  does  recognize  the  pos- 
sibility of  such  a termination  under  cer- 
tain conditions:  “When  faced  with  budge- 
tary restrictions  the  University  must  ensure 
the  primacy  of  its  educational  functions  by 
considering  cuts  in  academic  posts  only 
after  reasonable  cuts  have  been  made  in 
all  other  budgetary  areas  such  as  admini- 

I station,  publicity  and  budgetary  reserves’’. 

* In  addition,  the  present  system  of  financing 
universities  in  Ontario,  based  as  it  is  on 
student  enrolment,  makes  the  University’s 
income  dependent  on  fluctuating  patterns 
of  student  preferences  and,  to  some  extent, 
on  social  pressures  over  which  the  Uni- 
versity has  little  or  no  control.  It  seems  to 
us,  then,  that,  even  though  it  appears  to 
be  a contradiction  of  the  principle  of  ten- 
ure to  consider  the  termination  of  a con- 
tract for  financial  reasons  only,  it  must  be 
fully  recognized  by  the  University  and 
members  of  the  teaching  staff  alike  that 
the  grant  of  tenure  is  a grant  made  in 
good  faith  but  that  termination  of  a con- 
tract can  take  place  in  conditions  of  finan- 
cial distress.  However,  terminations  must 
take  place  only  after  all  other  possibilities 
have  been  fully  explored  and  found  not  to  be 
feasible  or  sufficient  and  only  after  wide 
consultation  and  discussion  has  taken  place 
within  the  University  community.  The  full 
range  of  possible  methods  of  meeting  fi- 
nancial stress  cannot  be  enumerated  here, 
but  we  consider  these  to  include  such  al- 
ternatives as  drastic  reductions  in  non- 
academic  spending,  reductions  in  the  library 
budget  or  research  facilities,  and  selective 
or  across-the-board  salary  reductions  for 
members  of  the  teaching  staff. 

Where  these  methods  prove  incapable  of 
meeting  the  financial  difficulty,  the  Uni- 
versity may  have  to  resort  to  the  dismissal 
of  some  members  of  its  teaching  staff. 
There  is  basic  disagreement  within  the 
Task  Force  over  the  nature  of  the  Univer- 
sity’s priorities  and  commitments  at  this 
juncture.  The  majority  favour  the  proposal 
which  is  developed  below  and  which  would 
allow  for  dismissal  of  staff,  tenured  and 
untenured,  when  the  University  has  de- 
cided that  it  is  necessary  to  reduce  the  size 
of  an  academic  division,  or  eliminate  it  en- 
tirely. A minority  of  the  Task  Force  main- 
tain that  tenure  cannot  be  so  violated,  and 
that  in  these  circumstances,  the  University 
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has  a commitment  to  find  appropriate  work 
for  its  tenured  staff. 

We  have  identified  two  types  of  financial 
stress  which  the  University  may  have  to 
meet. 

The  first  is  of  a crisis  kind  and  is,  we 
think,  that  which  is  envisaged  by  the  CAUT 
guidelines:  where  the  actual  enrolment  of 
students  in  the  fall  of  a year  is  seriously 
less  than  that  which  had  been  projected. 
With  the  new  ‘slip-year’,  method  of  financ- 
ing, this  does  not  affect  the  University’s  in- 
come immediately,  but  in  the  following 
year.  The  enrolment  short-fall  information 
is,  therefore,  very  important  for  the  Budget 
Committee  as  it  works  to  draw  up  an  oper- 
ating budget  for  the  following  fiscal  year. 

It  must  be  noted,  however,  that  the  Uni- 
versity’s fiscal  year  now  begins  on  May  1 
and  the  short-fall  information  will  not  be 
clearly  known  until  October,  allowing  only 
about  six  months  for  the  Budget  Committee 
to  re-adjust  priorities,  explore  possibilities, 
and  make  recommendations  on  the  Uni- 
versity’s operating  budget  for  the  next  fis- 
cal year.  Even  with  the  slip-year  system,  the 
University  has  a distressingly  short  time 
to  undertake  the  investigation  of  alterna- 
tives we  believe  necessary.  Thus,  the  Uni- 
versity may  have  to  sustain  a deficit  bud- 
get until  the  procedures  developed  here 
have  been  applied. 

The  second  type  of  financial  stress  is 
one  that  would  occur  less  suddenly,  and 
is,  in  our  view,  more  likely  to  be  the  type 
that  the  University  of  Toronto  could  en- 
counter. It  could  manifest  itself  by  a slower 
but  continuing  decline  in  student  enrol- 
ment and,  therefore,  in  income.  To  some 
extent,  this  situation  could  be  met  by  nor- 
mal retirements,  resignations  and  budget 
reductions  in  non-salary  items.  If  this  pro- 
cess results  in  rather  random  staff  reduction 
and  reduces  possibilities  for  transfer  of  re- 
sources to  make  new  appointments  in  ac- 
cord with  genuine  academic  needs,  then 
the  academic  health  of  the  University  is 
seriously  impaired.  Natural  attrition  with- 
out any  replacement  of  staff  will  quickly 
lead  to  severe  inequalities  in  staff  work- 
loads, to  the  deterioration  of  academic 
standards,  and  to  loss  of  the  University’s 
power  to  innovate  and  to  embark  on  new 
and  essential  academic  programmes.  We 
recommend  later  in  this  report  a procedure 
for  periodic  reviews  of  academic  units. 
Should  this  process  result  in  a negative 
appraisal,  then  the  University  may  be 
forced  to  reconsider  the  degree  of  budge- 
tary support  appropriate  for  that  unit.  Such 
a review  could  lead  to  a decision  to  phase 
out  the  unit  or  abolish  it. 

It  seems  to  the  majority  of  us  imperative 
to  consider  the  principles  which  should 
govern  a deliberate,  planned  process  of 
selective  staff  reduction  under  such  condi- 
tions. It  should  be  made  clear  to  all  mem- 
bers of  the  teaching  staff  that  such  a pro- 
cess would  only  be  invoked  when  it  can 
be  made  evident  that  financial  stringency 
makes  it  necessary,  and  then  only  after  a 
rather  elaborate  decision-making  process 
designed  to  ensure  the  widest  possible  con- 
sultation. The  application  of  a staff  reduc- 
tion process  must  not  be  haphazard  or  arbi- 
trary, but  must  be  accomplished  in  the 
context  of  genuine  academic  planning  of 
the  University  as  a whole.  Indeed,  if  the 
University  has  its  objectives  and  priorities 
well  established  through  long-term  plan- 
ning, the  unpleasant  procedures  described 
here  may  never  have  to  be  used. 

Two  types  of  staff  reduction  have  oc- 
cured  to  us: 

(i)  the  reduction  of  staff  in  a unit  that 
can  be  recognized  as  being  ‘over-staffed’, 
and 

(ii)  the  phasing  out  or  abolition  of  an 
academic  unit. 

It  should  be  clear  that  criteria  whereby 
an  academic  unit  is  judged  to  be  ‘over- 
staffed’ require  careful  development.  The 
criteria  must  not  simply  be  staff-student 
ratios  or  similar  statistics,  but  must  be  de- 
veloped with  a proper  sense  of  the  aca- 
demic integrity  of  the  unit  and  the  degree 
to  which  the  University  gives  priority  to 
the  maintenance  of  the  discipline  con- 
cerned. It  must  be  remembered  that  one 
of  the  significant  characteristics  of  this 
University  is  that  it  has  developed  a num- 
ber of  disciplines  which  are  not  found  in 
another  university  in  the  Province,  or 
which  have  a particular  excellence  here. 
These,  we  feel,  must  not  be  destroyed  be- 
cause we  have  a responsibility,  provincial, 
national  and,  in  some  cases,  international, 
to  maintain  them.  Excellence  in  any  dis- 
cipline, however,  does  not  necessarily  re- 
quire great  size,  and  there  may  well  be 
many  areas,  in  large  and  small  academic 
units,  where  reductions  are  possible  with- 
out damage  to  academic  integrity  and  with- 
out unjustly  increasing  the  workloads  of 
the  teaching  staff. 

The  abolition  of  whole  academic  units 
should  have  some  consideration  in  the  con- 
text of  the  history  of  this  University  and 
the  present  university  and  community  col- 
lege system  in  Ontario.  Until  fairly  recently, 
the  University  of  Toronto  was  the  Pro- 
vincial University  in  Ontario.  When  there 


was  a necessity  to  develop  a discipline  or 
to  provide  opportunities  for  professional 
training  in  a certain  area,  the  University 
of  Toronto  was  required  to  do  it.  This 
situation  no  longer  obtains.  The  develop- 
ment of  the  system  of  universities  in  the 
Province  in  the  period  following  World 
War  II  has  been,  it  seems  to  us,  rather  ill- 
planned  with  insufficient  attention  paid  to 
an  overall  distribution  of  resources  in  any 
realistic  accord  with  demand  or  need.  The  _ 
result  has  been  some  quite  unnecessary 
duplication  which,  the  universities  are  now 
told,  should  be  reduced.  Thus,  the  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto  has  some  obligation  to 
avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  resources 
in  the  context  of  the  provincially-supported 
university  system  and  the  other  universi- 
ties in  the  system  have  the  same  obligation. 

The  process  of  abolition  of  an  academic 
unit  for  such  reasons  as  a decline  in  stu- 
dent interest,  together  with  unjustified  dup- 
lication of  opportunities  present  in  another 
university,  should  include  discussions  with 
the  other  university  with  a view  to  the 
possible  transfer  of  some  of  the  teaching 
staff  to  the  other  institution. 

These  situations  which  we  have  out- 
lined emphasize  to  the  majority  of  us  a 
number  of  basic  principles  which  must  be 
followed  by  the  University  of  Toronto  in 
any  staff  reductions  taken  for  fiscal  reasons. 
These  principles  are  as  follows: 

(i)  The  decision  must  be  taken  by  a 
resolution  of  the  highest  authority  in  the 
University,  namely,  the  Governing  Council. 

(ii)  The  decision  must  be  and  must  be 
seen  to  be  based  on  financial  grounds. 

(iii)  In  taking  this  decision,  the  Govern- 
ing Council  must  have  evidence  of  very 
full  consultation,  including  discussion  with 
all  groups  likely  to  be  affected. 

(iv)  The  members  of  the  teaching  staff 
should  be  given  opportunity  to  speak  on 
their  own  behalf,  to  appeal  the  decision  as 
it  affects  them  personally,  and  to  gain  the 
full  assistance  of  the  University  for  reloca- 
tion in  another  unit  or  in  another  univer- 
sity or  elsewhere,  and  be  given  reasonable 
financial  settlement  on  the  termination  of 
their  contract. 

The  majority  of  the  Task  Force,  which 
accepts  these  principles,  recommend  that 
they  be  implemented  in  accordance  with 
the  following  procedures: 

( 1 ) The  initial  proposal  that  a unit  be 
considered  for  reduction  or  abolition  must 
be  put  before  the  President.  If  the  Presi- 
dent feels  that  further  consideration  of  the 
proposal  is  warranted,  he  shall  so  inform 
the  Governing  Council  and  recommend  a 
.procedure  appropriate  to  investigate  the 
proposal  fully  and  to  produce  a recom- 
mendation thereon.  The  body  charged  to 
investigate  shall: 

(a)  hold  public  hearings  and  receive 
briefs; 

(b)  seek  as  wide  consultation  as  pos- 
sible, including  consultation  with  the  unit 
concerned,  related  units  within  the  Uni- 
versity, external  consultants  and  other  in- 
terested parties  including  alumni  and  other 
universities; 

(c)  have  access  to  all  relevant  budge- 
tary information; 

(d)  prepare  a budget  analysis  to  support 
its  recommendation; 

(e)  include  in  its  report  an  implementation 
schedule,  in  the  event  that  the  recom-  ' 
mendation  supports  the  proposal  for  reduc- 
tion or  abolition,  to  show  the  period  of 
time  over  which  the  proposal  should  be 
implemented  and  the  manner  of  the  recom- 
mended implementation. 

(2)  The  report  of  the  investigating  body 
shall  be  given  to  the  President  who  should 
transmit  it  to  the  Governing  Council  for 
full  debate.  The  Governing  Council  must 
decide  whether  or  not  to  adopt  the  re- 
port’s recommendation.  If  it  decides  in 
favour  of  a recommendation  involving 
termination  of  contracts,  it  must  convince 
itself  that  the  financial  stress  makes  imple- 
mentation of  the  proposal  necessary  and 
that  other  methods  of  resolving  the  finan- 
cial stress  are  either  wanting  or  insufficient. 

(3)  If  it  has  been  decided  that  an  aca- 
demic unit  should  be  reduced,  we  recom- 
mend that  a committee  be  appointed  by 
the  President,  and  report  to  him.  This  com- 
mittee should  consider  the  teaching  and 
research  abilities  of  the  -members  of  the 
unit  and  make  recommendations  as  to 
which  contracts  should  be  terminated  and 
which  should  be  continued.  It  should  ob- 
tain information  concerning  each  teaching 
staff  member  of  the  same  kind  we  indicated 
earlier  should  be  obtained  for  a tenure 
committee.  It  should  permit  individual 
members  of  the  teaching  staff  who  may  be 
affected  by  its  recommendations  to  make 
oral  or  written  representations  on  their 
own  behalf.  This  committee  should  have 
a composition  similar  to  a tenure  commit- 
tee except  that  the  representatives  of  the 
unit  should  be  replaced  by  external  con- 
sultants of  whom  at  least  two  must  be 
specialists  in  the  discipline.  In  addition,  if 
the  academic  administrators  who  would  be 
expected  to  be  members  of  the  committee 
happen  to  be  cross-appointed  to  the  unit 


under  consideration,  they  should  also  be 
replaced  by  others. 

(4)  In  the  case  of  the  abolition  of  a 
programme,  every  consideration  should  be 
given  to  the  possibility  of  phasing  it  out 
in  stages  and  permitting  the  students  en- 
rolled in  that  programme  to  finish,  to  trans- 
fer to  other  programmes,  or  to  transfer  to 
other  universities. 

Beyond  the  point  at  which  the  decision 
has  been  taken  as  to  which  divisions  and 
programmes  are  to  be  affected  lies  the 
question  of  primary  concern  to  the  Task 
Force,  namely,  the  effects  of  budget  reduc- 
tions upon  the  conditions  of  employment 
of  individual  faculty  members.  It  is  the 
opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  Task  Force 
that,  at  the  individual  level  also,  the  pri- 
mary influence  of  decision-making  must  be 
that  of  academic  priority.  That  is  to  say, 
in  those  cases  where  a division  or  depart- 
ment is  not  being  phased  out  entirely,  the 
decision  as  to  which  individuals  shall  be 
affected  should  be  made  on  the  grounds 
of  their  relationship  to  the  reduced  ongoing 
programme  in  all  its  scholarly  aspects  in- 
cluding both  research  and  teaching.  In  this 
view,  held  by  the  majority,  the  tenured  or 
non-tenured  status  of  the  member  of  the 
teaching  staff  would,  in  itself,  be  imma- 
terial. Only  in  those  cases  where  no  clear- 
cut  arguments  exist  to  relate  specific  indi- 
viduals either  to  terminated  or  to  contin- 
uing academic  activities  will  tenured  fac- 
ulty be  given  priority  over  untenured.  A 
minority  of  the  members  of  the  Task  Force 
believe  that  a tenured  member  of  the  teach- 
ing staff  should  have  priority  over  an  un- 
tenured member  provided  that  the  tenured 
member  is  competent,  even  though  per- 
haps less  competent  than  an  untenured 
member,  to  fill  one  of  the  teaching  and 
research  positions  remaining  in  the  reor- 
ganized unit.  Where  no  such  arguments 
exist  and  a choice  must  be  made  among 
tenured  members  then  seniority  of  rank 
and  length  of  service  should  be  considered. 

It  should  be  noted  that  there  is  a serious 
problem  of  locating  the  final  decision- 
making capability  which  we  have  solved 
by  placing  it  at  the  Presidential  level  in 
procedure  (3)  above.  In  our  view,  decision- 
making authority  should  not  rest  with  the 
senior  administrative  officer  of  the  division 
affected,  for  example,  a department  chair- 
man. The  decision  to  change  the  condi- 
tions of  employment  ‘of  the  teaching  staff 
members  should  rest,  instead,  at  the  ad- 
ministrative level  where  the  decision  was 
made  to  change  the  budgetary  priority  as- 
signed to  the  department  or  division  af- 
fected, which,  as  we  have  indicated,  is  at 
the  level  of  the  Governing  Council.  Thus, 
the  Council’s  decision  should  be  imple- 
mented by  the  President  as  chief  executive 
officer  of  the  University.  No  department 
chairman  could  be  responsible  for  a policy 
decision  to  cut  back  his  or  her  departmental 
operations  by  the  release  of  staff  and,  in 
line  with  the  statement  above  on  the  weight 
to  be  accorded  to  academic  priorities,  it 
must  be  clear  that  the  employment  of  the 
chairman  is  itself  a risk.  Indeed,  the  em- 
ployment of  all  academic  administrators  is 
also  at  risk  since  they  generally  hold  teach- 
ing positions  in  units  that  may  be  affected. 

It  remains  to  consider  the  alternatives 
which  may  be  offered  to  an  affected  mem- 
ber of  the  teaching  staff  and  his  or  her 
rights.  These  we  list  as  follows: 

(a)  The  President,  or  his  designate, 
must  explore  every  possibility  of  finding 
alternative,  suitable,  academic  responsi- 
bilities for  the  member  of  the  teaching 
staff  within  the  University  of  Toronto. 
Where  necessary  and  appropriate,  a full- 
paid  leave  of  absence  to  prepare  for  the 
alternative  responsibility  could  be  consid- 
ered, prior  to  relocation.  Such  a course  of 
action  would  require  the  approval  of  the 
head  of  the  division  and  unit  to  which 
transfer  is  proposed.  As  has  been  stated 
before,  this  is  a very  large  and  complex 
organization  and  it  is  likely  that,  in  many 
cases,  options  for  alternative  employment 
within  a University  of  this  size  will  exist. 
Members  of  the  teaching  staff  concerned 
would  not  be  obligated,  however,  to  ac-. 
cept  any  position  offered. 

(b)  The  President  or  his  designate  must 
explore  every  possibility  of  finding  alterna- 

. tive,  suitable  academic  responsibilities  for 
the  member  of  the  teaching  staff  at  other 
universities.  This  applies  particularly  to 
other  universities  in  Ontario  since,  in  some 
cases,  a principal  argument  for  the  phasing 
out  of  a programme  at  the  University  of 
Toronto  may  have  been  the  comparative 
strength  and  excellence  of  a similar  pro- 
gramme elsewhere  in  Ontario.  If  BIU  in- 
come is  thus  transferred  to  another  insti- 
tution, the  possibility  should  be  explored 
of  that  institution  assuming  the  responsi- 
bility for  at  least  some  of  the  faculty  mem- 
bers affected  by  the  transfer.  Members  of 
. the  teaching  staff  concerned  would  not  be 
obligated  to  accept  any  such  position. 

(c)  If  options  (a)  and  (b)  do  not  prove 
practical,  the  President  or  his  designate, 
with  the  consent  and  approval  of  the  teach- 
ing staff  member  concerned,  may  arrange 


that  the  individual  be  allowed  to  retire 
early  with  no  actuarial  discount  of  pen- 
sion. This  option  would  be  recommended 
in  cases  where  the  member  of  the  teaching 
staff  had  long  service  with  the  University 
and/or  was  at  least  55  years  of  age. 

(d)  During  the  period  in  which  all  the 
above  possibilities  are  explored,  the  mem- 
ber of  the  teaching  staff  shall  be  under 
notice  of  termination.  Such  notification  shall 
be  made  in  writing  at  least  12  months  be- 
fore the  termination  is  to  take  place  and, 
upon  termination,  severance  pay  equal  to 
the  final  year’s  salary  plus  the  University’s 
contribution  to  pension  for  that  year  shall 
be  offered. 

(e)  Under  these  circumstances,  an  ap- 
pointment equivalent  to  that  held  by  the 
released  member  of  the  teaching  staff  may 
not  be  made  within  four  years  unless  the 
released  member  has  been  offered  reap- 
pointment and  allowed  a reasonable,  but 
stated,  time  in  which  to  accept  or  decline. 

(f)  A teaching  staff  member  who  was 
convinced  that  his  or  her  termination  of 
employment  was  for-  reasons  other  than 
those  discussed  in  this  section,  could  ap- 
peal to  the  President  if  he  or  she  had 
reason  to  believe  that: 

(i)  there  was  significant  irregularity  in 
the  procedure  followed  by  the  Committee 
described  in  Procedure  (3)  above,  or 

(ii)  improper  bias  or  motive  on  the  part 
of  any  member  or  members  of  the  Com- 
mittee described  in  Procedure  (3),  that 
could  reasonably  be  considered  to  have 
affected  the  decision  of  that  Committee, 
or 

(iii)  improper  bias  or  motive  affecting 
the  consideration  of  the  member  for  em- 
ployment in  other  divisions  or  departments 
of  the  University. 

Mechanism  of  Appeals 

All  appeals  arising  in  such  situations 
would  relate  to  what  is,  in  effect,  an  in- 
ability of  the  University  to  fulfil  its  obli- 
gations, perhaps  in  the  legal,  but  certainly 
in  the  moral  sense.  This  will  be  true  for 
tenured  members  of  the  teaching  staff  and 
for  untenured  members  during  the  final 
years  of  their  probationary  period.  The 
only  exceptions  might  be  untenured  mem- 
bers of  the  teaching  staff  before  the  end 
of  their  initial  two-year  appointment.  It  is, 
therefore,  our  view  that  the  appeal  mecha- 
nism must  have  the  same  credibility  in  the 
eyes  of  all  members  of  the  teaching  staff 
and  the  informed  public  as  does  the  appeal 
mechanism  available  to  a tenured  faculty 
member  faced  with  dismissal  for  cause. 
We  consequently  recommend,  upon  notice 
of  appeal  to  the  President  in  writing  that: 

(a)  Within  three  weeks  the  President 
and  the  member  should  jointly  name  a 
Hearing  Committee  of  three  university 
faculty  members  from  this  University,  or 
elsewhere.  If  agreement  cannot  be  reached 
on  the  composition  of  the  Hearing  Com- 
mittee within  the  three  week  period,  the 
most  senior  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Ontario  who  is  willing  to  act  and  who  is 
not  a member  of  the  Governing  Council 
shall  be  asked  to  name  the  Hearing  Com- 
mittee. 

(b)  The  Hearing  Committee  shall  in- 
form the  President  and  the  member  of  the 
time  and  place  designated  for  the  hearing. 
The  hearing  should  commence  within  three 
weeks  of  the  appointment  of  the  committee. 

-(c)  The  Hearing  Committee  shall  pro- 
ceed to  determine,  in  accordance  with  the 
Statutory  Powers  Procedure  Act,  whether 
any.  of  the  bases  for  appeal  are  well- 
founded. 

(d)  The  President  and  the  member  shall 
be  the  parties  to  the  proceedings.  Each 
shall  be  entitled  to  be  represented  by  coun- 
sel  or  an  agent.  They  shall  be  entitled  to 
call  and  examine  witnesses,  conduct  cross- 
examination  of  witnesses  and  present  argu- 
ments and  submissions. 

(e)  Witnesses  shall  be  entitled  to  be 
advised  by  counsel  or  an  agent,  but  such 
counsel  or  agent  may  take  no  other  part 
in  the  proceedings. 

(f)  Where  a hearing  is  in  camera,  the 
counsel  or  agent  for  a witness  is  not  en- 
titled to  be  present  except  when  that  wit- 
ness is  giving  evidence. 

(g)  The  hearing  shall  be  open  except 
where  the  Hearing  Committee  otherwise 
directs  in  accordance  with  Section  9 of 
the  Statutory  Powers  Procedure  Act. 

(h)  The  Hearing  Committee  shall  give 
its  decision  in  writing  to  the  President 
and  the  member. 

( i ) If  the  Hearing  Committee  decides 
that  any  of  the  bases  for  appeal  are  well- 
founded  then  the  President  must  with- 
draw notice  of  termination  and  inform  the 
Governing  Council  that  he  has  done  so. 

(j)  The  Hearing  Committee  shall  main- 
tain a record  of  the  proceedings  as  re- 
quired by  Section  20  of  the  Statutory 
Powers  Procedure  Act  and,  where  it  deems 
it  appropriate,  may  also  require  a full  or 
partial  transcript  of  the  proceedings. 

(k)  Where  a member  of  the  teaching 
staff  declines  to  participate  in  naming  a 
Hearing  Committee,  it  may  be  done  jointly 
by  the  President  and  the  President  of  the 
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University  of  Toronto  Faculty  Association. 

( 1 ) Where  notice  of  hearing  has  been 
given  by  the  Hearing  Committee  and  the 
party  notified  does  not  appear,  the  Com- 
mittee may  proceed  in  the  party’s  absence. 

( in ) The  decision  of  a Hearing  Com- 
mittee shall  be  final  and  not  subject  to 
appeal. 

As  has  been  noted,  there  is  a basic  dis- 
agreement in  the  Task  Force  over  the  issue 
of  dismissal  of  tenured  members  of  the 
teaching  staff  for  fiscal  reasons.  The  major- 
ity of  the  members  believe  that  they  have 
made  a significant  attempt  to  incorporate 
the  views  of  the  minority  in  the  recom- 
mendations made  above.  Moreover,  in  the 
-view  of  some,  the  majority’s  recommenda- 
tions may  have  been  weakened  by  this 
. accommodation.  Indeed,  some  believe  that 
the  views  of  the  minority  are  alarmist  in 
tone.  There  remains  a fundamental  dis- 
agreement over  principles  and  the  minority 
expresses  its  views  in  the  following  pages 
of  this  section  of  our  report. 


The  minority  does  not  object  to  the 
specific  recommendations  outlined  above 
for  the  implementation  of  a policy  of  dis- 
missal for  fiscal  reasons.  They  find  the  pro- 
cedures proposed  to  be  carefully  thought 
out  and  as  fair  and  considerate  as  can  be 
envisaged  in  such  a ' situation.  - It  is  the 
policy  itself  from  which  the  minority  dis- 
sents. Their  view  is  that  alternative  meth- 
ods should  be  much  more  fully  explored 
before  dismissal  for  fiscal  reasons  is-  con- 
templated. These  members  of  the  Task 
Force  note  that  we  have  received  not  one 
submission  on  this  subject,  and  they  be- 
lieve that  what  is  needed  now  is  hard  re- 
flection and  widespread  discussion,  within 
and  outside  the  University,  on  the  wisest 
course  to  be  pursued  in  the  event  of  a 
‘crisis’  reduction  of  income  to  the  Univer- 
sity or  in  the  face  of  a gradual  decline  in 
student  enrolment  and  therefore  in  income. 

The  minority  urges,  for  example,  that  the 
University  should  now  be  considering 
whether  or  not  in  such  a situation  it  would 
favour,  in  a given  year  or  years,  denial  of 
salary  increases,  or  salary  reductions,  selec- 
tive or  across-the-board,  in  preference  to  a 
policy  whereby  tenured  staff  could  be  dis- 
missed for  reasons  other  than  cause.  In  the 
absence  of  full  information  on  staffing  pat- 
terns in  the  University  the  Task  Force  has 
rejected  any  quota  on  tenured  appoint- 
ments “-at  this  time”.  Nevertheless,  the 
minority  believes  that  the  idea  of  quotas 
should  be  reconsidered  if  the  alternative  is 
dismissal  for  fiscal  reasons. 

The  minority  recognizes  that  neither  of 
the  proposals  sketched  here  may  be  fa- 
voured by  various  sectors  of  the  University. 
However,  they  urge  earnest  consideration 
of  these  and  other  alternatives,  before  so 
drastic  a policy  change  as  dismissal  for 
fiscal  reasons  is  recommended  or  adopted. 
In  any  such  consideration  it  must  be  a 
fundamental  assumption  that  any  policy 
adopted  must  take  into  account  the  fact 
that  a continuing  inflow  of  young,  new 
faculty  members  is  essential  to  the  Uni- 
versity’s intellectual  well-being.  The  minor- 
ity is  not,  however,  convinced  that  a pol- 
icy of  dismissal  for  fiscal  reasons  will  be 
any  more  effective  in  ensuring  such  an 
inflow  than  will  the  policies  they  suggest. 
Identical  sums  of  money  can  be  saved  in 
different  ways;  the  task  which  faces  the 
University  now  is  to  find  the  wisest  and 
least  damaging  method  of  making  any 
necessary  economies. 

Furthermore,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the 
minority  that,  in  a situation  of  financial 
stress,  both  students  and  the  general  pub- 
lic, who  support  the  University  and  whom 
the  University  seeks  to  serve,  should  be 
fully  informed  of  the  losses  as  well  as  the 
gains  which  a policy  of  dismissal  for  fiscal 
reasons  could  entail.  Such  information  is. 
especially  important  because  at  first  sight 
this  policy  may  have  great  appeal.  It  seems 
“efficient”  and  “realistic”;  it  offers  an  op- 
portunity to  get  rid  of  a bastion  of  per- 
ceived and  sometimes  abused  privilege;  it 
appears  to  facilitate,  as  the  majority  has 
stressed,  “genuine  academic  planning”;  it 
allows  the  University  to  change  its  aca- 
demic priorities  rapidly  in  response  to 
changing  public  concerns.  The  minority  is 
sceptical  about  some  of  these  goals  and 
dubious  whether  others  would  in  fact  be 
achieved  by  this  policy,  and  they  believe 
that  students  and  the  general  public  should 
be  clearly  aware  that  the  University  may 
suffer  serious  harm  from  a policy  of  dis- 
missal for  fiscal  reasons.  Only  with  full 
information  can  -they  genuinely  decide 
whether  or  not  a continued  high  level  of 
support  to  the  University  is  justified,  and 
decide  also  on  the  value  of  a distinguished 
university  versus  a less  eminent  but  per- 
haps more  efficient  institution. 

These  alternatives  which  the  minority 
has  urged  the  University  and  the  com- 
munity to  reflect  upon  should  be  weighed 
against  the  value  of  tenure  in  its  tradi- 
tional meaning,  and  it  is  to  this  subject 
which  the  minority  has  principally  addressed 


itself.  They  are  concerned  that  the  majority 
recommendation  seriously  underestimates 
the  damage  the  University  could  sustain  if 
a policy  of  dismissal  for  fiscal  reasons  - 
and  therefore  of  the  abrogation  of  tenure  - 
were  to  be  adopted.  The  reasons  for  this 
concern  are  as  follows: 

1.  The  recommendation  changes  the 
traditional  relationship  of  the  University 
and  its  senior  faculty.  It  would,  perhaps, 
be  appropriate  were  the  teaching  staff 
unionized.  Adoption  of  the  recommended 
policy  may  indeed  do  much  to  further  such 
a development. 

2.  The  University  may  be  seriously  weak- 
ened in  its  efforts  to  attract  first-rate  schol- 
ars, in  competition  with  universities  which 
retain  tenure  in  its  traditional  meaning. 
The  adoption  of  a policy  of  dismissal  for 
fiscal  reasons  could  cause  some  individuals 
to  accept  invitations  elsewhere,  which  they 
might  otherwise  have  refused.  These  might 
include  some  of  our  best  faculty  members. 

3.  The  majority  recommendation  could 
have  a deleterious  effect  on  University 
morale.  Demoralization  would  result  from 
the  injustice  which  would  become  apparent 
with  the  first  dismissal  for  fiscal  reasons  of 
an  able  and  conscientious  tenured  faculty 
member.  One  can  also  fear  development  of 
the  professional  cynicism  and  intellectual 
timidity  which  tenure  is  designed  to  pre- 
clude. The  demoralization  is  all  too  likely 
to  extend  to  teacher-student  relationships, 
since  divisions  and  departments  will  feel 
themselves  under  pressure  to  be  seen  as 
not-overstaffed,  which  could  result  in  ac- 
ceptance of  unqualified  students  or  wooing 
large  registrations  by  academically  ques- 
tionable means. 

4.  Another  kind  of  injustice  is  -also  im- 
plicit in  the  policy.  The  Task  Force  has 
proposed  some  broadening  of  the  grounds 
for  the  dismissal  of  a tenured  faculty  mem- 
ber for  cause.  Nevertheless,  one  must 
acknowledge  that  even  these  new  grounds 
for  dismissal  will  be  applied  only  in  clearly- 
established  cases  of  professional  neglect  or 
misconduct.  Thus,  under  a policy  of  dis- 
missal for  fiscal  reasons,  the  minority  fears 
a situation  in  which  staff  members  who  are 
barely  above  the  borderline  of  competence 
and  responsibility  could  retain  their  posi- 
tions, while  staff  members  who  have  served 
their  students  and  discipline  conscientiously 
could  be  subject  to  dismissal. 

5.  Dismissal  for  fiscal  reasons  violates  the 
contractual  relationship  between  the  Uni- 
versity and  the  staff  member  which  a ten- 
ured appointment  has  generally  and  tradi- 
tionally, been  assumed  to  mean  - that  such 
a staff  member  can  be  dismissed  before 

-normal  retirement  age  only  for  cause.  Until 
quite  recently,  universities  on  this  conti- 
nent and  elsewhere  were  actively  com- 
peting to  appoint  and  retain  competent  - 
staff.  In  this  endeavour  the  offer  of  tenure 
was  a valuable  recruiting  device.  Perhaps 
in  some  cases  it  was  used  unwisely,  but 
the  University,  as  an  ethical  institution, 
should  bear  the  consequences  of  its  own 
errors,  or  lack  of  foresight  in  planning. 

6.  A policy  of  dismissal  for  fiscal  reasons 
could  serve  to  make  the  process  by  which 
tenure  is  awarded  less  rigorous  and  dis- 
criminating. The  minority  is  apprehensive 
that  the  efficacy  of  tenure  committee  pro- 
cedures could  be  seriously  weakened  if 
committee  members  knew  that  a tenure 
decision  could  be  reversed  in  later  years. 

7.  The  minority  is  of  the  view  that,  at 
this  University,  administrative  decisions  are 
taken  fairly  and  thoughtfully.  Therefore, 
they  do  not  wish  to  exaggerate  any  further 
possible  damaging  consequences  of  a policy 
of  dismissal  for  fiscal  reasons.  One  must 
recognize,  nevertheless,  that  dismissal  for 
fiscal  reasons  would  establish  an  important 
precedent.  If  we  accept  such  dismissals  be- 
cause of  changing  academic  priorities,  could 
not  the  next  step  be  dismissals  for  changing 
social  priorities?  The  Task  Force  has  af- 
firmed the  value  of  tenure  as  “the  best 
method  so  far  devised  to  recognize  and 
protect  the  autonomy  and  integrity  of  the 
scholar’s  pursuit  of  knowledge”.  Yet  once 
tenure  is  reversible  for  any  reason  but 
cause,  it  has  ceased  to  be  tenure,  and 
further  diminution  seems  almost  inevitable. 

The  really  fundamental  question  raised 
by  a policy  of  dismissal  for  fiscal  reasons 
concerns  the  nature  and  value  of  tenure  as 
an  institution  designed  to  protect  the  free 
pursuit  and  dissemination  of  knowledge. 
In  the  view  of  the  minority,  a free  and 
vigorous  intellectual  life  is  an  attribute  of 
the  University  of*  Toronto  which  is  worth 
preserving,  even  at  considerable  sacrifice. 
Thus  they  consider  a policy  of  dismissal 
for  fiscal  reasons  to  be  fundamentally  in- 
consistent with  other  parts  of  this  report, 
in  which  the  Task  Force  affirms  the  value 
to  the  University  of  tenure.  The  minority 
notes  that,  in  this  affirmation.  President 
Kingman  Brewster  of  Yale  University  i? 
quoted  with  approval.  Yet  the  article  from 
which  these  quotations  are  taken  argues 
against  any  revision  of  the  meaning  of 
tenure  to  allow  for  dismissal  for  fiscal 
reasons.  Speaking  of  the  policy  pursued  at 


his  own  University,  President  Brewster 
writes : 

“When  it  comes  to  financial  reasons  for 
termination,  in  all  discussions  about  the 
possible  shut-down  of  a program  or  depart- 
ment it  has  been  assumed  that  the  univer- 
sity would  have  an  obligation  to  find  a 
place  at  Yale  where  those  with  tenure 
could  continue  to  work  in  their  own  field.” 

And  he  concludes : 

“Tenure,  then,  is  not  a luxurious  indul- 
gence. Even  in  times  where  scarcity  of  re- 
sources threatens  the  existence  of  whole 
departments,  I would  affirm  that  our  mis- 
sion requires  Yale  to  give  that  measure  of 
encouragement  to  independence  which  only 
irrevocable  appointment  can  confer.” 

The  minority  would  wish  to  see  the  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto  pursue  a similar  policy, 
with  the  exception  that  they  believe  that 
the  obligations  of  the  University  could  be 
fulfilled  by  an  offer  of  reasonable  alterna- 
tive employment  to  a tenured  faculty  mem- 
ber, since  an  academic  “field”  can  be  so 
broadly  or  narrowly  defined  that  insistence 
on  alternative  employment  in  the  “same” 
field  would  be  unrealistic.  The  minority 
recommends,  then,  that  when  a depart- 
ment or  programme  is  to  be  discontinued 
or  is  found  to  be  “overstaffed”,  the  Uni- 
versity be  obliged  to  seek  appropriate  al- 
ternative employment  for  untenured  staff 
members  affected  and  to  offer  appropriate 
employment  to  tenured  staff  members,  pos- 
sibly without  future  salary  increases.  The 
staff  member  could  appeal  the  appropriate- 
ness of  the  position  offered,  under  proce- 
dures similar  to  those  outlined  above  in  the 
majority  ■- ' recommendation.  If  the  appeal 
were  lost  the  University’s  obligation  would 
be  discharged. 

The  alternative  employment  envisaged 
here  could  include  all  of  the  possibilities 
proposed  in  the  majority  recommendations. 
It  should  also  be  remembered  that  a mem- 
ber of  the  teaching  staff  is  appointed  both 
to  teach  and  to  conduct  research.  As  stu- 
dent enrolment  in  the  discontinued  pro- 
gramme declined  to  zero,  and  in  years 
when  no  service  or  interdisciplinary  courses 
had  need  of  an  individual’s  teaching,  it 
would  be  appropriate  to  assign  up  to  100 
per  cent  of  the  staff  member’s  time  to  the 
research  function,  with  the  proviso  that  he 
or  she  shall  remain  in  residence  throughout 
the  academic  year,  be  freely  available  for 
consultation  with  students  and  the  com- 
munity, and  that  an  accounting  be  made 
of  each  year’s  research  activities,  such  as 
in  a series  of  seminars  or  public  lectures. 

'•  Self  respect  and  the  respect  of  one’s 
peers  are  strongly  motivating  factors  for 
scholars,  much  of  whose  work  is  in  any 
case  self-generated.  Under  such  a system 
as  has  been  outlined  here,  the  minority 
believes  that  most  members  of  the  teach- 
ing rtaff,  knowing  that  the  University  had 
acted  ethically  towards  them,  would  serve 
conscientiously  in  their  new  roles.  They 
believe  also  that  most  faculty  members 
want  and,  indeed,  need  students,  and  that 
those  who  did  not  have  them  here  would 
make  strenuous  efforts  to  find  employment 
elsewhere;  personal  and  professional  pride 
are  qualities  not  to  be  underestimated. 

The  proposals  put  forward  here  by  the 
minority  of  the  members  of  the  Task  Force, 
are  predicated  on  the  view  of  the  major- 
ity that  “it  is  likely  that  in  many  cases 
options  for  alternative  employment  within 
a university  of  this  size  will  exist”.  If  rela- 
tively few  tenured  staff  members  were  to 
face  ultimate  dismissal,  then  the  moral  and 
intellectual  cost  to  the  University  would 
be  high  in  return  for  a limited  increase  in 
flexibility  and  the  saving  of  a small  por- 
tion of  our  total  budget.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  it  should  transpire  that  a large 
number  of  tenured  staff  would  face  dis- 
missal for  fiscal  reasons,  then  the  minority 
believes  that  this  policy  proposes  too  funda- 
mental and  precipitate  a change  in  the 
University’s  functioning  for  recommenda- 
tion at  this  time. 

VII  RANKS,  PROMOTIONS  AND 
SALARY  POLICY 

The  Task  Force  has  considered  in  detail 
the  traditional  system  of  incentives  and 
rewards  for  excellent  performance  applying 
to  members  of  the  teaching  staff.  The  exis- 
tence of  such  a system  is  certainly  impor- 
tant in  a university  environment  as  it  is  in 
most  sectors  of  Society  and  it  can  operate 
successfully  independently  of  tenure. 

- Several  submissions  made  to  us  have  sug- 
gested the  abolition  of  traditional  academic 
ranks  or  the  creation  of  only  two  ranks, 
one  for  those  members  of  the  teaching  staff 
who  hold  tenured  appointments  and  the 
other  for  those  who  do  not.  We  see  no 
compelling  reason  for  changes  of  this  sort 
and  our  recommendations  have  assumed 
retention  of  the  present  rank  structure, 
Lecturer,  Assistant  Professor,  Associate  Pro- 
fessor and  Professor.  We  feel  that  the  pres- 
ent system  offers  useful  additional  incen- 
tives and  methods  of  showing  recognition. 
Thus  procedures  and  criteria  for  promotion 
decisions  are  very  important  and,  should, 
in  our  view,  receive  much  more  attention 


than  we  believe  they  have  in  some  divi- 
sions of  the  University.  Each  department 
and  division  should  develop  clear  statements 
of  criteria  to  be  used  in  the  promotion  re- 
view to  be  filed  with  the  Office  of  the  Vice- 
President  and  Provost  and  each  should  de- 
velop and  make  known  a mechanism  for 
generating  recommendations.  ■ 

Promotion  from  assistant  to  associate  pro- 
fessor should  not  necessarily  be  linked  to 
the  decision  on  the  award  of  a tenured  ap- 
pointment. Current  practice  in  the  Univer- 
sity and  current  interpretations  of  the  ‘Haist’ 
rules  on  this  point  vary  considerably  from 
division  to  division,  but  we  see  no  necessary 
reason  to  link  the  two  decisions.  The  recom- 
mendation to  promote  from  assistant  to 
associate  professor  should  be  arrived  at  by 
the  division  or  the  department  through  a 
constituted  and  known  process  on  the  basis 
of  criteria  similar  to  those  used  in  the  tenure 
review  listed  in  Section  III  above.  We  do 
suggest,  however,  that  the  ‘university  and 
community  service’  criterion  might  be  given 
somewhat  greater  weight  in  the  promotion 
decision  than  wb  have  Suggested  it  should 
have  in  the  tenure  review. 

Knowri  criteria  should  also  be  developed 
for  the  promotion  from  associate  professor 
to  professor.  Promotion  to  the  rank  of  pro- 
fessor should  be  based  on  clear  evidence  of 
continuing  scholarship  of  recognized  high 
quality  as  judged  by  national  and  interna- 
tional standards,  evidence  of  effectiveness  in 
teaching,  and  an  ‘ indication  of  the  candi- 
date’s contribution  to  the  intellectual  vitality 
of  his  or  her  division  or  department,  a con- 
tribution which  may  be  manifested  by  the 
candidate’s  publications  or  participation  in 
departmental  collbquia.  for  example,  or  by 
his  or  her  willingness  to  assist  junior  col- 
leagues in  their  professional  development. 
Somewhat  greater  weight : might  be  given 
to  the  ‘university  and  community  service’ 
criterion'  than  in  the  tenure  review.  In  the 
Faculties'1 ‘of  Arts  and  Science;  Medicine,, 
Dentistry,  Applied  Science  and  Engineering, 
University  College  and  Scarborough  Col- 
lege, a principal’s  or  dean’s  committee  should 
be  established  to  review  departmental  rec- 
ommendations on  promotion  to  professor 
and  to  decide  whether  recommendations 
should  be  forwarded  for  approval.  Both 
University  College  and  the  Faculty  of  Arts 
and  Science  have  such  committees  which, 
we  have  been  assured,  work  well  in  establish- 
ing some  uniformity  of  standards  among  the 
departments  in  the  division.  However,  we 
are  concerned  about  the  problem  of  establish- 
ing some  minimal  and  equitable  level  of 
standards  across  the  university  which  we  do 
not  believe  exists  now.  We  think  it  anomalous 
that  recommendations  by  departments,  in 
many  cases  considerably  larger  than  some 
faculties,  are  subject  to  a thorough  review 
prior  to  submission  for  approval  while 
faculties  without  a departmental  organiza- 
tion have  the  right,  under  the  current  ad- 
ministrative structure  of  the  University,  to 
submit  recommendations  directly. 

Somewhat  reluctantly  and  recognizing 
fully  the  complexity  of  the  problem,  we 
recommend  the  establishment  of  a Univer- 
sity Promotions  Committee  under  the  chair- 
manship of  the  Vice-President  and  Provost 
or  his  designate  which  would  have  the  re- 
sponsibility of  vetting  recommendations 
from  all  divisions.  The  committee  might,  in- 
clude . the  Dean  of  the  School  of  Graduate 
Studies,  three  other  deans  or  principals  who 
are  full  professors,  the'  chairman  of  the 
Academic  Affairs  Committee  of  the  Govern- 
ing Council  or  his  representative  and  the 
chairman  of  the  committee’s  Subcommittee 
on  Curriculum  and  Standards.  The  principal, 
dean  or  director  of  a division  and  the  de- 
partment chairman  where  applicable  would 
have  the  right  to  appear  before  the  univer- 
sity promotions  committee  to  present  recom- 
mendations for  promotion  to  professor  and 
to  provide  information.  We  are  unable  to 
make  more  detailed  recommendations  on 
composition,  procedures  and  terms  of  refer- 
ence at  this  time  and  we  would  advise  the 
President  to  seek  the  advice  of  the  princi- 
pals, deans  and  directors  on  the  specific 
form  the  committee  might  take. 

Salary  policy  is  also  an  important  method 
of  • providing  incentives  and  rewards  in  a 
university  environment.  We  have  been  in- 
formed of  too  many  cases  in  which  princi- 
pals, deans,  directors  and  department  chair- 
men have  failed  to  give  a colleague  any  in- 
dication of  doubts  about  the  quality  of  his 
or  her  performance  through  allotment  of  that 
portion  of  the  annual  salary  increase  de- 
signed to  recognize  merit.  We  recommend 
a rigorous  use  of  salary  policy  in  recognizing 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  contribution  to 
the  University  by  members  of  the  teaching 
staff.  In  particular,  we  are  prepared  to  en- 
dorse, in  general  terms,  the  suggestions  on 
criteria  for  awarding  merit  salary  increases 
contained  in  the  memorandum  circulated  to 
principals,  deans  and  directors  by  the  Vice- 
President  and  PrOvost  on  January  16,  1973. 
We  do  so.  recognizing  that  it  is  difficult  to 
devise  criteria  which  will  have  equal  ap- 
plicability in  all  divisions  of  the  University 
and  that  any  set  of  criteria  will  not  receive 
the  same  weighting  in  all  cases.  We  also 
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recognize  that  few  members  of  the  teaching 
staff  will,  in  equal  degree,  satisfy  all  the 
criteria  listed.  Scholarly  performance  and 
effective  teaching  should,  in  our  view,  con- 
tinue to  be  the  principal  criteria. 

In  particular,  we  endorse  the  concept  of 
a ‘negative  merit  factor’.  If,  in  the  judgment 
of  the  senior  academic  administrative  offi- 
cer in  the  division  or  department,  a col- 
league had  not  performed  at  an  adequate 
level  of  competence,  during  the  year  under 
review  or  in  the  total  context  of  his  or  her 
career  at  this  University,  the  division  head 
or  chairman  could  recommend  a salary  un- 
changed from  the  preceding  year  or  in- 
creased up  to  a value  equal  to  the  percen- 
tage adopted  in  that  year  for  the  across-the- 
board  component  of  the  total  academic 
salary  increase. 

VIII  DIVISIONAL  AND 
DEPARTMENTAL  REVIEWS 

We  recommend  strongly  that  the  Presi- 
dent initiate  a procedure  for  periodic  re- 
views of  the  performance  and  quality 
of  divisions,  departments  in  multi-depart- 
mental  divisions,  and  centres  and  institutes. 
Recommendations  and  comments  on  the 
following  matters  would  be  made  directly 
to  the  President:  (1)  quality  and  viability 
of  programmes  offered  in  the  division,  de- 
partment,.. centre  or  institute;  (2)  quality 
of  staff  and  students,  graduate  and  under- 
graduate where  appropriate;  (3)  quality  of 
facilities  and  adequacy  of  budget;  and  (4) 
suggestions  for  improvement  in  any  of  ( 1 ) 
through  ( 3 ) . We  suggest  that  these  re- 
views be  planned  on  a five  to  seven-year 
cycle,  where  possible  arranged  to  coincide 
with  the  expiration  of  a division  head’s  or 
chairman’s  term,  and  that  the  review  panels 
iaclude  from  three  to  five  eminent  scholars, 
at  least  two  of  whom  hold  appointments 
at  other  universities  with  one  other  from 
a cognate  University  of  Toronto  depart- 
ment or  division.  The  members  of  the  panel 
would  be  appointed  by  the  President  after 
consultation  with  the  dean  and,  where  ap- 
propriate, with  the  department  chairman. 

IX  NEW  OR  REVISED  CATEGORIES 
OF  APPOINTMENT 

Evidence  has  been  presented  to,  the  Task 
. Force  concerning  a number  of  difficulties 
in  applying  normal  tenure  criteria  to  certain 
members  of  the  teaching  staff  in  some  pro- 
fessional divisions  and  in  science  and  lan- 
guage departments.  To  qualify  for  a tenured 
appointment  under  the  procedures  we  pro- 
pose, a member  of  the  teaching  staff  is 
expected  to  meet  the  criteria  we  outlined 
in  Section  III  of  this  report.  If  these 
standards  are  to  be  applied  generally  and 
rigorously  throughout  the  University,  they 
will  undoubtedly  cause  hardship  in  certain 
academic  divisions  and  departments  where 
some  members  of  the  teaching  staff,  be- 
cause of  the  nature  of  their  interests, 
abilities  and  responsibilities,  are  not  ex- 
pected to  make  significant  contributions  in 
one  or  more  of  these  areas,  for  example, 
research.  To  cite  just  one  example,  some 
members  of  the  teaching  staff  in  the  Faculty 
of  Social  Work  have  responsibilities  which 
relate  primarily  to  clinical  and  field  prac- 
tice and  are  not  expected  to  niake  a con- 
.siderable  research  contribution.  . . . 

This  problem  is  perhaps  least  complex  in 
the  language  departments  and  we  have  re- 
ceived a helpful  joint  submission  from  the 
chairmen  or  acting  chairmen  - of  the  fol- 
lowing departments : East  Asian  Studies, 

French,  German,  Islamic  Studies,  Italian 
Studies,  Hispanic  Studies,  Near  Eastern 
Studies,  Sanskrit  and  Indian  Studies,  and 
Slavic  Languages  and  Literatures.  The  sub- 
mission pointed  out  that  the  primary  func- 
tion of  specialist  language  instructors  in 
these  departments  is  teaching  and  related  or 
complementary  activities  and  that  they  are 
normally  not  engaged  in  research,  graduate 
supervision  or  administrative  duties.  We 
recommend,  in  the  departments  listed  above, 
that: 

(T)  two  special  categories  of  appoint- 
ment be  created.  Instructor  and  Senior 
Instructor,  for  full-time  specialist  language 
teachers; 

(2)  the  salary  floor  for  persons  holding 
an  appointment  as  an  Instructor  be  identi- 
cal to  that  for  Lecturer,  as  revised  periodi- 
cally; 

(3)  the  salary  ceiling  for  a Senior  In- 
structor be  identical  to  that  adopted  for 
Associate  Professors  in  1973-74,  as  revised 
periodically; 

( 4 ) annual  increments  be  awarded  on 
the  same  basis  as  adopted  for  other  aca- 
demic ranks; 

(5)  initial  appointment  be  at  the  rank  of 
Instructor  except  in  special  circumstances; 

(6)  following  a three-year  probationary 
period  on  annual  appointments,  an  Instruc- 
tor, after  a review  of  his  or  her  performance 
held  prior  to  November  of  the  third  year, 
would  be  eligible  for  promotion  to  the  rank 
of  Senior  Instructor  and  would  receive  a 
five-year  contract  subject  to  renewal  for 
further  five-year  periods  if  performance 
continues  to  be  satisfactory; 

(7)  during  the  probationary  period, 
seven  months’  notice  of  intention  not  to  re- 


new an  annual  appointment  be  required; 
thereafter,  12  months’  notice  be  required; 

(8)  the  reviews  mentioned  in  (6)  should 
be  constituted  by  the  department  chairman 
on  the  model  of  a decanal  tenure  commit- 
tee and  would  include,  in  the  multi-depart- 
mental divisions,  a representative  of  the 
dean’s  office  but  not  a representative  of  the 
School  of  Graduate  Studies; 

(9)  workloads  for  colleagues  holding 
these  categories  of  appointment  should  be 
comparable  to  the  total  workloads  of  those 
holding  other  academic  ranks  and,  in  terms 
of  assignment  of  teaching  duties,  there 
should  be  explicit  recognition  of  non-en- . 
gagement  in  research,  graduate  supervision 
and  departmental  administrative  duties. 

(10)  under  very  special  and  unusual  cir- 
cumstances and  with  the  explicit  approval 
of  the  department  chairman  and/or  dean 
and  the  Office  of  the  Vice-President  and 
Provost,  members  of  the  teaching  staff  in 
the  professorial  ‘stream’  be  permitted  to 
apply  for  this  categoiy  of  appointment,  if 
a position  is  available,  prior  to  a tenure 

We  should  point  out  that  these  recom- 
mendations differ  somewhat  from  those  sub- 
mitted to  the  Task  Force  by  the  department 
chairmen,  in  particular  ( 6 ) . 

In  the  science  departments  and  many  of 
the  health  science  divisions  similar  person- 
nel are  employed  and  make  an  important 
contribution  to  the  teaching  programme  in 
the  classroom  and  in  laboratories  while  nor- 
mally not  engaged  in  original  research  or 
in  graduate  supervision  and  administration. 
We  recommend  the  use  of  two  categories  of 
appointment,  Instructor  and  Senior  Instruc- 
tor, in  these  departments  and  divisions  on 
the  same  terms  as  those  outlined  in  (2)  ; 
through  (10)  above.  The  use  of  the  de- 
signation ‘instructor’  for  graduate  ^students 
engaged  in  teaching  or  tutorial  work  should 
be  discontinued. 

We  recommend  that  the  deans  and  rep- 
resentatives of  the  health  science  divisions, 
the  Faculty  of  Social  Work,  the  Faculty  of 
Library  Science,  the  Faculty  of  Architec- 
tine,  the  Faculty  of  Music,  and  the  Faculty 
of  Education  be  asked  by  the  President  to 
consider  this  problem  as  it  may  occur  in 
their  divisions  and  make  recommendations 
by  December  1,  1973.  . . . 

The  rank  ‘Special  Lecturer’  should  in 
future  be  used,  in  our  view,  for  those  who 
hold  short-term  appointments  implying  no 
expectation  of  continuation  and  terminable 
on  six  months’  notice  without  appeal.  A 
majority  of  the  Task  Force  recommends 
that  the  use  of  the  rank  ‘University  Pro- 
fessor’ be  moderately  expanded,  whether 
such  appointments  are  funded  centrally  or 
in  departments  or  divisions,  to  recognize 
senior  scholars  at  this  University  who  have 
made  a particularly  distinguished  contribu- 
tion , to  research  and  teaching.  At  any  one 
time,  no  more  than  15  such  appointments 
should  be  current.  Under  present  proce- 
dures, the  President  makes  recommenda- 
tions for  appointments  to  this  rank  to  the 
appropriate  committee  of  the  Governing 
Council.  We  believe  that  consideration 
should  be  given  to  the  establishment  of  a 
small  group  of  senior  principals  and  deans 


which  would  develop  more  explicit  criteria 
for  such  appointments,  review  suggestions, 
and  make  recommendations  on  appoint- 
ments to  the  President. 

Another  special  problem  has  been  brought 
to  our  attention,  the  case  of  persons  em- 
ployed by  Innis  College  to  teach  in  the 
College’s  ‘independent  studies’  programme 
and  the  Transitional  Year  Programme  who 
do  not  hold  cross-appointments  in  other 
departments  or  divisions.  Persons  in  this 
category,  we  recommend,  should  be  ap- 
pointed annually  for  a three-year  period 
with  a review  of  performance  to  take  place 
prior  to  November  1 of  the  third  year. 
During  this  probationary  period,  six  months’ 
notice  of  intention  not  to  renew  an  annual 
appointment  would  be  required.  Procedures 
for  the  review  process  should  be  developed 
by  the  College  in  consultation  with  the 
Office  of  the  Vice-President  and  Provost. 

A number  of  briefs  and  letters  submitted 
to  the  Task  Force  have  favoured  a greater 
use  of  part-time  appointments  and  some 
improvement  in  the  status  of  those  who 
currently  hold  such  appointments.  We  feel 
strongly  that  a number  of  faculties  and 
divisions  could  and  should  make  greater 
use  of  part-time  appointments  to  exploit 
resources  available  in  the  community,  in 
business  and  in  government,  people  who 
are  well-qualified  for  university-level  teach- 
ing and  research  but  who  are  unable  or  *• 
unwilling  to  make  a full-time  commitment 
to  the  university.  . . . 

Initial  part-time  appointments,  we  recom- 
mend, should  be  granted  on  an  annual  or 
two-year  basis.  At  the  end  of  the  two- 
year  period  and  following  a review  at  the 
departmental/decanal  level,  the  appointee 
would  be  offered  a contract  of  up  to  three 
years  which  would  specify  date  of  termina- 
tion, duties,  and  required  notice  of  dis- 
missal or  notice  of  a desire  to  withdraw 
from  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  person 
holding  the  appointment.  Contracts  for  part- 
time  appointees  in  the  Faculty  of  Medicine 
clinical  departments  should  be  conditional 
on  retention  of  an  appropriate  and  con- 
current hospital  appointment.  A review  of 
performance  would  be  held  no  later  than 
November  1 of  the  final  year  of  the  contract 
and  a recommendation;  made  for  renewal 
or  non-renewal  for  a further  period  of  up 
to  three  years.  We  believe  that  many  who 
hold  part-time  appointments  are  reluctant 
to  make  longer-term  commitments  and  we 
recommend  that  members  of  the  teaching 
staff 'having  such  appointments  should  con- 
tinue to  be  ineligible  for  tenure  except  as 
noted  above.  If,  however,  he  or  she  wished 
to  apply  for  full-time  status  and  if  a full- 
time budgeted  position  were  available, 
tenure  would  be  considered  in  the  third 
year  following  election  of  the  full-time 
option,  provided  that  the  total  length  of 
service  in  the  University  of  Toronto  is  cal- 
culated as  at  least  equivalent  to  the  length 
of  the  normal  probationary  period  prior  to  . 
consideration  of  the  award  of  tenured  status. 
We  recommend  that  every  effort  be  made 
to  remove  any  discrimination  under  the 
Urifversity’s  standard  benefit  plans  against 
holders  of  part-time  appointments.  In  par- 
ticular, we  propose  that  fringe  benefits  be 


pro-rated  on  the  benefits  available  to  full- 
time members  of  the  teaching  staff. 

We  recommend,  in  all  divisions  of  the 
University,  the  adoption  of  the  term 
‘adjunct  professor’  for  those  who  hold  part- 
time  appointments  involving  the  equivalent 
of  less  than  50  per  cent  of  a full-time  load 
and  who  hold  a position  in  a business  firm, 
a government  department  or  research  insti- 
tute unconnected  with  the  University.  For 
other  part-time  appointments,  we  believe 
the  regular  structure  of  academic  ranks 
should  be  used  with  the  appointee’s  part- 
time  status  clearly  indicated. 

Visiting  appointments  at  any  rank,  we 
recommend,  should  be  reserved  for  those 
who  hold  appointments  at  other  universities, 
other  post-secondary  institutions,  research 
institutes  and  government  departments.  Ap- 
pointments of  this  type,  particularly  in  a 
period  of  stable  or  declining  budgets,  can 
be  an  important  method  of  securing  flexi- 
bility and  programme  enrichment  without 
involving  the  University  in  a continuing  or 
long-term  commitment.  We  urge  that 
divisions  and  departments  which  have  ex- 
perienced or  may  experience  significant  en- 
rolment declines  be  encouraged  to  explore 
fully  ‘visiting’  or  ‘part-time’  options  as 
alternatives  to  proposing  the  employment 
of  full-time  continuing  staff  to  fill  vacancies. 
We  recommend  that  visiting  appointments 
be  flexible  in  duration,  a term,  a session, 
an  academic  year,  or  up  to  a maximum  of 
three  academic  years.  . . . 

Probably  stepping  beyond  our  terms'  of 
reference,  we  would  like  to  urge  the  Presi- 
dent and  his  colleagues  not  to  overlook,  in 
planning  any  large  fund-raising  campaign, 
the  potential  attractiveness  to  first-rate 
scholars  and  teachers  of  named  endowed 
chairs.  Such  chairs,  tod  few  of  which  exist 
in  a university  of  this  size,  age  and  distinc- 
tion, would  be  reserved  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  distinguished  scholars  in  a variety 
of  fields  on  a visiting  or  permanent  basis. 
X PENSION  PORTABILITY 
AND  EARLY  RETIREMENT 

Many  of  the  submissions  received  by  the 
Task  Force  have  commented  on  the  ad- 
vantages of  improved  portability  of  pension 
benefits  and  more  generous  early  retirement 
provisions,  both  from  the  point  of  view  of 
the  university  as  an  employer  and  from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  individual  member  of 
the  teaching  staff.  In  particular,  we  received 
a thoughtful  and  helpful  submission  from 
the  University  of  Toronto  Faculty  Associa- 
tion. The  Faculty  Association  argues  that 
the  current  University  plan,  while  it  has 
many  good  features,  can  sharply  restrict 
staff  mobility.  We  urge  that  methods  of 
amending  the  present  plan  to  make  bene- 
fits reasonably  portable  be  explored  with- 
out delay  and  with  a target  implementa- 
tion date  of  July  1,  1974.  Specifically, 
UTFA  has  drawn  our  attention  to  the 
recommendation  for  portability  in  ‘Final 
Average  Earnings’  plans  of  the  University 
of  Toronto  type  contained  in  the  Report  of 
the  Joint  OCUFA/COU  Pension  Study 
Committee  released  in  1972.  This  recom- 
mendation and  other  proposals  designed  to 
achieve  the  same  result,  we  suggest,  .should 
receive  urgent  study.  . . . 

The  Task  Force  had  neither  the  exper- 
tise nor  the  information  required  to  make 
firm  recommendations  for  amendments  to 
the  early  retirement  provisions  of  the  1966 
University  of  Toronto  plan  as  revised  in 
1972.  However,  we  believe  that,  in  a 
‘steady-state’  environment,  early  retirement 
is  potentially  a very  useful  device  for  in- 
ducing a higher  rate  of  staff  turnover  and 
for  meeting  the  needs  of  some  members  of 
the  teaching  staff  who  would  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  retire  early  without  too 
great  financial  sacrifice  or  to  opt  for  a re- 
duced load  in  the  years  immediately  prior 
to  retirement.  We  do  not  recommend  that 
the  current  ‘normal’  retirement  age  65,  be 
changed  and  we  believe  that  the  possibility 
of  annual  reappointment  after  age  65 
should  continue,  recommendations  in  indi- 
vidual cases  made  by  the  department  chair- 
man, the  dean  and  the  Vice-President  and 
Provost  and  approved  by  the  appropriate 
Governing  Council  committee.  . . . 

The  intent  of  all  these  proposals  and 
other  obvious  variations  is  to  provide  an 
important  element  of  flexibility  to  the  Uni- 
versity in  a ‘steady-state’  environment  while, 
to  varying  degrees,  making  the  means  of 
providing  that  flexibility  reasonably  attrac- 
tive to  the  individual  staff  members  affected. 
While  we  are  not  in  a position  to  make 
a firm  and  detailed  recommendation,  we 
hope  that  the  objectives  are  clear.  We  urge 
the  administration  to  study  the  alternative 
models  we  have  listed  and  others,  in  con- 
sultation • with  the  University  of  Toronto 
Faculty  Association,  with  a view  to  imple- 
menting new  early  retirement  provisions 
on  July  1,  1974.  In  our  view,  action  by  the 
University  of  Toronto  need  not  await  the 
results  of  the  proposed  joint  COU/OCUFA 
study  of  early  retirement  and  full-time  to 
part-time  conversion  options,  although  pro- 
gress in  the  study  group  should  be  followed 
carefully. 


The  terms  of  reference 

The  following  are  the  terms  of  reference  given  by  President  Evans  to  the  Task  Force  to 
Review  Policy  and  Procedures  on  Academic  Appointments: 

To  review  the  existing  provisions  and  to  make  recommendations  on  changes  in  the  types, 
nature  and  review  of  appointments  appropriate  to  a period  approaching  a “steady  state”  of 
total  enrolment  in  the  University,  keeping  in  mind  the  need  to  maintain  quality  of  programmes, 
to  avoid  stagnation  and  to  preserve  flexibility  to  adapt  our  programmes  and  staff  resources 
to  changing  academic  requirements. 

The  committee  is  asked  to  consider  various  alternatives,  mechanisms  and  procedures  and 
weigh  the  merits  and  disadvantages  of  each. 

Specific  matters  for  consideration  might  include: 

( a ) New  categories  of  appointment  without  the  expectation  of  continuation; 

( b ) Length  of  probationary  period; 

(c)  Administrative  level  of  decisions  of  new  appointments  and  granting  of  tenure; 

(d)  Criteria  for  granting  tenure  initially  and  the  question  of  subsequent  periodic  review  of 
appointees  with  tenure; 

( e ) Greater  use  of  part-time  appointments  and  change  in  status  of  such  appointees; 

(f)  Limits  to  the  size  of  the  academic  staff  establishment  by  rank,  by  department  or  by 
faculty; 

( g ) Differential  treatment  of  tenured  staff  and  staff  with  annual  appointments; 

( h ) Early  retirement  or  retirement  related  to  length  of  service  rather  than  age; 

(i)  The  special  needs  of  Scarborough  and  Erindale  Colleges  and  the  Division  of  University 
Extension. 

The  committee  should  obtain  as  much  information  as  possible  on  existing  patterns  in  the 
different  academic  divisions  of  retirement  by  age  and  other  factors;  the  age  distribution  of 
academic  staff  with  tenure  and  expectation  of  tenure;  the  recent  experience  in  granting  tenure, 
and  enrolment  trends  which  will  influence  the,  demand  for  academic  staff.  The  committee 
should'  also  review  the  current  procedures  governing  appointments,  tenure  and  dismissal,  and 
the  CAUT  guidelines  on  dismissal  of  staff  for  fiscal  reasons.  The  committee  may  also  wish  to 
canvass  other  institutions  studying  the  same  problem. 

The  Task  Force  is  requested  to  make  its  initial  report  to  the  President  by  the  end  of  June, 
1973.  This  schedule  is  to  permit  recommendations  to  be  forwarded  to  the  Governing  Council 
and  appropriate  committees  thereof  for  review,  in  the  hope  that  changes  in  policy  could  be 
approved  in  the  fall  of  1973.  This  time-table  would  permit  new  policies  and  procedures  to 
become  effective  for  appointments  and  budget  for  the  1974-75  academic  year. 

The  University  of  Toronto  Faculty  Association  will  have  the  opportunity  to  review  the 
committee’s  recommendations  before  presentation  to  the  Governing  Council. 

After  making  its  initial  report  in  June,  1973,  the  committee  may  be  asked  to  continue  its 
discussion  of  other  alternatives  or  problems. 
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on  its  way  while  great  minds  converse 


At  the  St.  Joseph  St.  entrance  of  St. 
Michael’s  College  Library  stands  a unique 
piece  of  sculpture  by  William  McElcheran, 
details  of  which  are  shown  on  this  page. 
The  Rev.  E.  A.  Synan  has  described  in  the 
College  Newsletter  “what  his  sculpture  says 
he  sees”: 

“There  are  people  outside  and  inside  the 
Library,  all  of  them  gratifyingly  different. 
Some  hurry  by  and  will  never  go  in.  ... 
Some  will  go  in,  but  why  hurry?  Stand 
around  and  talk  awhile.  ...  After  you  are  in, 
ideas,  facts,  perspectives,  are  all  hard  to 
come  by.  One  side  of  Bill’s  sculpture  says 
this  and  much  more. 


The  picture  to  the  left  shows  the  sculp- 
tor’s selection  of  great  figures  of  the  past 
and  present;  they  are  identified  below  as 
they  appear  in  the  sculpture,  from  left  to 
right. 


“The  other  side  is  this  artist’s  report  on 
the  inside  of  our  Library  ...  (he)  has 
reached  the  people  whose  books  guarantee 
them  survival.  ...  Bill  has  put  in  conversa- 
men  and  women  who  have  met  only 
libraries  and  in  the  intellects  of  those 
who  use  them.  ...  Not  all  the  figures  are 
historic  - at  least  not  yet.  Look  carefully 
and  - who  knows?  - you  may  find  your- 


Dante  G.  B.  Shaw  Tolstoy 

Mme.  de  S tael  George  Sand 


Newton  St.  Augustine 

St.  Teresa  of  Avila 


Etienne  Gilson  Hegel  Ionesco 
Kierkegaard  Kant 


St.  Thomas  Aquinas 
Maritain 


Eldridge  Cleaver  Newman 
Einstein 


This  is  the  McElcheran  sculpture  as  it  appears  to  those  approach- 
ing St.  Michael’s  College  Library  - the  sculptured  representations 
of  great  men  and  women  of  yesterday  and  today  is  on  the  reverse 
side,  seen  from  the  Library  building.  About  the  middle  of  the 
upper  edge  of  the  work  can  be  seen  the  head  of  Jesus.  Father 
Synan  said  that  “Bill  (the  sculptor)  overhears  this  kind  of  talk 
( of  those  who  wait  outside  the  Library ) and  that  He  can  like 
what  He  hears.  Knowledge  is  what  a library  is  all  about  and  it 
means  hard  work  so  a lot  of  struggle^  goes  on,  for  first  you  must 
get  in”. 


Page  4 — U of  T Bulletin,  September  7,  1973 


STAFF  NOTES 


Applied  Science 
and  Engineering 

Prof.  E.  J.  Davison  was  chairman  of  the 
Linear  Multivariable  Systems  II  session  at  the 
Joint  Automatic  Control  Conference  held  in 
Columbus,  Ohio  June  20—22.  At  the  same 
conference  he  presented  a paper  entitled  “A 
Minimization  Algorithm  for  the  Design  of 
Linear  Multivariable  System”  and  was  a dis- 
cusser of  three  other  papers. 

Prof.  H.  N.  Koivo  attended  the  meeting 
of  Heads  of  Control  Laboratories  in  North- 
Western  Europe  in  Otanieni,  Finland,  from 
June  1 to  2.  On  June  14  he  gave  a paper  at 
the  Third  IEAC  Symposium  on  Identification 
and  System  Parameter  Estimation  in  the 
Hague,  Netherlands.  He  also  presented  a 
paper  at  the  1973  Joint  Automatic  Control 
Conference  in  Columbus,  Ohio,  on  June  21. 

Prof.  W.  M.  Wonham  presented  a paper 
on  “Regulation  and  Internal  Stabilization  in 
Linear  Multivariable  Systems”  at  the  Joint 
Automatic  Control  Conference,  Ohio  State 
University,  June  20-22;  and  lectured  on 
dynamic  decoupling  at  the  NASA  Langley 
Research  Center,  Hampton.  Va.,  on  July 
J.-9-20. 

Messrs.  P.  R.  Brill,  I.  D.  S.  Taylor  and 
Prof.  J.  G.  C.  Templeton  attended  a Con- 
ference on  “Mathematical  Methods  in  Queue- 
ing Theory,”  at  Western  Michigan  Univer- 
sity, Kalamazoo,  on  May  10-12.  Prof. 
Templeton  and  Dr.  T.  P.  Bagchi  spoke  on 
“Finite  Waiting  Space  Bulk  Queueing  Sys- 
tems”. Prof.  J.  G.  C.  Templeton  addressed 
the  Summer  Research -Institute  of  the  Cana- 
dian Mathematical  Congress  at  Carleton  Uni- 
versity on  July  16,  1973.  His  -topic  was, 
“Some  Problems  in  Bulk  Queues”  (co- 
author: Dr.  T.'P.  Bagchi). 

Prof.  B.  Tabarrok  was  an  invited  speaker 
in  the  NATO/NRC  International  Seminar 
on  “The  Theory  and  Application  of  Finite 
Element  Methods”  which  was  held  in  Cal- 
gary University  July  26  - Aug.  11.  Prof. 
Tabarrok  delivered  five  lectures  on  various 
aspects  of  Continuum  Mechanics. 

Prof.  K.  T.  AusV  presented  an  invited 
paper  entitled  “Selective  Segregation  at 
Grain  Boundaries”  on  July  4 at  the  Interna- 
tional Summer  School  on  Grain  Boundaries, 
Ecole  Polytechnique,  Montreal.  Prof.  Aust 
also  gave  a paper  on  “Relative  Energies  of 
Grain  Boundaries  Near  a Coincidence  Orien- 
tation Relationship  in  High  Purity  Lead”, 
co-author  G.  Dimou,  on  Aug.  8 at  the 
Canadian  Metal  Physics  Conference,  King- 
ston. 

Nursing 

Prof.  N.  I.  Parker  participated  in  a 
panel  at  the  Annual  Conference  of  Univer- 
sity Schools  of  Nursing,  June  7-9,  at  the 
Learned  Societies  at  Queen’s  University. 
Her  presentation,  was  on  “Error  Modelling”. 


Robarts  Library 

( Continued  from  page  1 ) 
individual  carrels,  some  lockable,  that 
faculty  and.  students  engaged  on  major 
research  or  writing  projects  may  use. 
Each  of  these  small  studies,  shaped  like 
half  a hexagon,  is  lit  by  a window  with 
a spectacular  view  across  the  city. 

One  noteworthy  section  that  the  pub- 
lic didn’t  get  to  see  - simply  because  it 
isn’t  yet  ready  — is  the  largest  reading 
room.  Students  and  faculty  from  uni- 
versities in  Ontario  other  than  Toronto 
will  have  priority  here  in  using  the  ex- 
tensive collection  for  their  own  research. 
Such  a facility  is  a reminder  that  the 
John  Robarts  Library  is  not  only  a long- 
awaited  addition  to  the  University  of 
Toronto,  but  is  also  the  flagship  of  a 
chain  of  libraries  serving  the  entire 
province. 

EXHIBITIONS 

“A  New  Universe”  - A look  at  phenomena 
of  the  sky  such  as  Cygnus  X-3,  white  dwarfs, 
pulsars,  black  holes  and  quasars.  Theatre 
of  the  Stars,  McLaughlin  Planetarium.  Until 
October  28. 

“Prints  of  Canada  after  Krieghoff”  - 
lithograph  drawings,  1848-1862.  Sigmund 
Samuel  Canadiana  Building.  Until  Sept.  15. 


Marsh  Jeanneret  on  leave 

At  his  own  request,  Marsh  Jeanneret, 
Director  of  the  University  of  Toronto 
Press,  will  be  on  leave  of  absence  for  an 
indefinite  period.  During  his  absence, 
Miss  Eleanor  Harman  will  be  the  acting 
Director  of  the  Press. 


Dr.  Helen  M.  Carpenter  has  returned 
to  the  Faculty  after  a year’s  sabbatical 
leave,  during  which  time  she  was  enrolled 
as  a post-doctoral  fellow  in  the  University 
of  North  Carolina,  School  of  Public  Health, 
Chapel  Hill,  for  the  fall  term  1972/73.  In 
December,  she  spent  a week  visiting  the 
nursing  divisions  of  the  National  Institute 
of  Health  and  the  Health  Services  and 
Mental  Health  Administration  in  Washing- 
ton. From  January  to  March  she  was  asso- 
ciated with  the  University  of  Edinburgh, 
Department  of  Nursing  Studies,  as  a visit- 
ing professor.  There  she  delivered  the  first 
Elsie  Stephenson  Memorial  Lecture,  en- 
titled “Nursing  Education  - The  Canadian 
Scene”  and  served  as  a resource  person  on 
the  following  day  at  a seminar  on  issues  in 
nursing  education.  During  April  and  May 
she  visited  ' selected  government  depart- 
ments and  health  services  in  Great  Britain, 
Finland,  Sweden  and  Denmark.  Her  pur- 
poses during  these,  two  months  were  to 
learn  about  developments  in  long-term  ill- 
ness care,  nursing  research  and  nursing 
education.  Dr.  Carpenter  also  spoke  to 
groups  of  nurses  and  their  colleagues  in 
health  and  education  in  Hastings,  England, 
and  Helsinki,  Finland,  concerning  nursing 
education  in  Canada. 

Hygiene 

Dr.  R.  Pakula  and  two  graduate  stu- 
dents, T,.  R.  Spencer  and  A.  Beairsto,  at- 
tended the  17th  Annual  Meeting  on  Mi- 
crobial Transformation  held  in  Tapoco, 

' N.C.,  June  13-16.  Dr.  Pakula  presented  a 
lecture  entitled  “Nucleases  in  Bacterial 
Transformation  of  Streptococci”. 

Dr.  A.  P.  Ruderman  presented  two,  dis- 
cussion papers  on  May  29  at  the  symposium 
celebrating  the  inauguration  of  the  new 
health  sciences  building  at  the  University 
o;  Calgary— one  on  “Regionalization”  and 
one  on  “Health  Planning”.  He  also  visited 
Ottawa  on  June  5 and  again  on  June  14  to 
-lecture  at  the  Faculty  Institute  on  Health 
Services  in  Canada  organized  by  the  Asso- 
ciation of  University  Programs  in  Hospital 
Administration.  He  visited  the  School  of 
Public  Health  of  the  Central  University  of 
Venezuela  the  week  of  June  25  to  advise 
on  planning  a study  of  the  cost-effectiveness 
of  low-level  auxiliary  health  workers  in  that 
country. 

Dr.  R.  J.  Shephard  was  an  invited  par- 
ticipant at  the  5th  International  Symposium 
on  the  Biology  of  Circumpolar  Peoples 
(Reykjavik,  June  28-July  1),  presenting  a 
paper  entitled  “Working  Capacity  and  Ac- 
tivity Patterns  of  Circumpolar  Peoples  - a 
Synthesis  of  I.B.P.  Data”. 

Dr.  W.  le  Riche  attended  the  annual 
convention  of  The  College  of  Family  Physi- 
cians in  Brandon,  May  2 to  4 and  presented 
papers  on  “Research  in  Family  Practice” 
and  “Self-Induced  Disease”.  At  the  end  of 
May,  Dr.  le  Riche  went  to  the  official  open- 
ing of  the  Health  Sciences  Centre,  Univer- 
sity of  Calgary.  On  that  occasion  he  was 
the  discussant  for  papers  by  Dr.  Carol 
Buck,  of  the  University  of  Western  Ontario 
and  Dr.  Paul  Densen,  of  Harvard  Univer- 
sity. Dr.  Buck’s  paper  was  on  “The  Role  of 
Epidemiology  in  Health  Care  Research”, 
and  Dr.  Densen’s,  “Basic  Data  Needed  for 
Monitoring  and  Setting  Standards  of  Health 
Services”. 

Dr.  A.  E.  Berry,  special  lecturer  for  the 
Department  of  Health  Administration,  has 
been  awarded  the  ‘Order  of  Canada  - Officer 
Rank’  for  achievement  and  merit  of  a high 
degree,  especially  service  to  Canada  or  to 
humanity  at  large. 

Robertson  Davies  play 
is  first  of  HH  season 

The  Graduate  Centre  for  Study  of 
Drama’s  Hart  House  Theatre  Season 
1973-74  begins  on  Oct.  11  with  “Leaven 
of  Malice”  by  Prof.  Robertson  Davies. 
It  runs  until  Oct.  20. 

“Sticks  and  Bones”  by  David  Rabe  is 
the  second  offering,  from  Nov.  15-24. 
This  is  the  Canadian  premiere  for  the 
Broadway  Tony  Award  winning  play. 

Ibsen’s  “Peer  Gynt”  is  scheduled  for 
Jan.  17-26. 

Shakespeare  is  represented  by  “Troilus 
and  Cressida”  which  will  be  performed 
from  Feb.  28  to  March  9. 

The  last  production  is  “Marsh  Hay” 
by  Merrill  Denison  - from  March  21 
to  30. 

Subscriptions  are  $12,  students,  $6. 
Apply  to  Box  Office,  Hart  House  Theatre, 
U of  T,  and  make  cheques  payable  to 
University  of  Toronto  (928-8868). 
There  are  no  performances  on  Sundays 
or  Mondays. 


At  the  Canadian  Dietetic  Association 
Convention  in  Montreal  in  June,  Mrs.  A. 
Bodley,  Department  of  Nutrition,  pre- 
sented a major  paper  “Therapeutic  Coun- 
selling for  Non-Hospitalized  Patient”.  E.  P. 
McClinton,  Research  Assistant,  gave  a 
research  paper  on  “Development  of  a food 
budget  counselling  system;  use  of  computer 
to  provide  technical  information”. 

On  July  3rd,  Dr.  G.  H.  Beaton,  Head, 
Department  of  Nutrition,  undertook  a three 
week  consultant  trip  to  World  Health  Or- 
ganization, Geneva,  to  complete  the  W.H.O. 
Manual  on  Nutrition  in  Public  Health.  Prior 
to  his  departure,  he  chaired  the  Miles  ’73 
Symposium  on  the  Assessment  of  Nutri- 
tional Status.  The  symposium  was  presented 
by  the  Nutrition  Society  of  Canada,  June 
25th,  in  Saskatchewan. 

Dr.  M.  J.  Baigent,  Department  of  Nutri- 
tion, was  elected  Treasurer,  Nutrition  So- 
ciety of  Canada  at  the  16th  Annual  Meeting 
of  Canadian  Federation  of  Biological  So- 
cieties in  Saskatoon,  June  26th  to  29th.  A 
paper  entitled  “The  assessment  of  urinary 
excretion  of  vitamin  A metabolites  as  a 
potential  index  of  vitamin  A utilization” 
was  given  by  Dr.  Baigent. 

Dr.  G.  H.  Anderson  read  an  invited 
paper  on  “The  relationship  between  the 
pharmacological  and  nutritional  effects  of 
amino  acids  and  carbohydrates”  at  the 
Nutrition  Society  of  Canada  symposium  on 
“The  Relationship  between  Pharmacological 
and  Nutritional  Effects  of  Nutrients  held  at 
the  C.F.B.S.  meetings,  June  26th  to  29th. 
He  also  presented  a paper  with  K.  N. 
Jeejeebhoy  on  “Design  and  evaluation  of 
an  amino  acid  mixture  for  total  parenteral 
nutrition  of  malnourished  adults”  and  co- 
authored a paper  presented  by  Mrs.  B.  M. 
Musten  on  “Food  intake  regulation  in  the 
weanling  rat:  self-selection  of  protein  and 
calories”. 

Dr.  Roman  Pakula  was  a visiting  pro- 
fessor from  July  11  to  Aug.  17,  sponsored 
by  the  National  Research  Council  of  Canada 
and  the  Conselho  Nacional  de  Pesquisas  of 
Brazil,  visiting  the  University  of  Brasilia; 
the  Federal  University  of  Minas  Gerais;  the 
Institute  of  Adolfo  Lutz;  the  Institute  of 
Butantan  and  the  Medical  School  in  Sao 
Paulo;  and  the  Postgraduate  Institute  of 
Chemistry,  the  Institute  of  Biophysics,  and 
the  University  of  Rio  de  Janeiro;  presenting 
lectures  at  each  one:  “General  Features  of 
'Transfer  of  Genetic  Information  in  Bacteria”, 
“Physiological  Characteristics  of  Streptococ- 
cal Cells  Competent  for  Entry  of  Deoxyri- 
bonucleic Acid,”  and  “The  Mechanisms  of 
Genetic  Transformation  of  Bacteria  Mediated 
by  Isolated  Deoxyribonucleic  Acid”. 

Dr.  A.  P.  Ruderman  was  in  India  from 
July  20  to  Aug.  16  as  a consultant  to  the 
Regional  Office  of  WHO  for  South  East 
Asia,  advising  on  the  development  of  an 
inter-country  project  to  strengthen  health 
services  administration  through  training  in 
planning  and  management  methods.  He  also 
gave  a lecture  “Priorities  and  Decision- 


The  U of  T Computer  Centre  - Sys- 
tems/370 is  presenting  its  first  Open 
House,  so  that  new  users  of  the  com- 
puter facilities  will  have  an  opportunity 
to  attend  schedules  introductions  and 
tour  at  the  Centre.  Dates  are  Sept. 
10-14;  registration  is  free  (938-5439). 
Locations 

Arts  & Science  Terminal 

Sidney  Smith  Building 

100  St.  George 

Introduction:  Room  1071 

Monday,  Wednesday  and  Friday  at 

2 p.m. 

Tuesday  and  Thursday  at  10  a.m. 
Tour:  Room  1073 

Monday,  Wednesday  and  Friday  at 

3 p.m. 

Tuesday  and  Thursday  at  11  a.m. 
Central  Site 

Sandford  Fleming  Building -Galbraith 
Building 

10  King’s  College  Road 
Introduction:  Room  202  Galbraith 
Daily  at  10  a.m.  and  2 p.m. 

Tours:  Room  130  Sandford  Fleming 
Building 

Daily  at  11  a.m.  and  3 p.m. 

Erindale  Terminal 
Main  Building  - Erindale  Campus 
3359  Mississauga  Road 
Introduction:  Room  1158 
Monday,  Wednesday  and  Friday  at 

2 p.m. 

Tuesday  and  Thursday  at  10  a.m. 
Tour:  Room  2039 

Monday,  Wednesday  and  Friday  at 

3 p.m. 


making  in  Health  Services  Planning”  at  the 
All  India  Institute  of  Medical  Sciences  and 
visited  New  York  on  Aug.  22  for  discussions 
with  the  United  Nations  Development  Pro- 
gram in  connection  with  the  WHO  project. 

Dr.  R.  J.  Shephard  and  Dr.  L.  J. 
Folinsbee  attended  the  meeting  of  the 
American  Physiological  Society,  in  Roches- 
ter, N.Y.,  Aug.  20-24.  Dr.  Shephard  pre- 
sented (with  J.  Hatcher  & A.  Rode)  a 
paper  entitled  “Body  composition  in  the 
Eskimo”.  Dr.  Folinsbee  presented  (with 
R.  J.  Shephard  & F.  Silverman)  the  paper 
“Combined  effects  of  ozone  and  physical 
activity  on  exercise  ventilation”. 

Victoria  College 

Prof.  John  McClelland  gave  the  fol- 
lowing papers  this  summer:  “Les  implica- 
tions pour  la  poesie  de  la  Renaissance  d’une 
‘linguistique’  neoplatonicienne”,  Netherlands 
Institute  for  Advanced  Study  at  Wassenaar 
(The  Hague),  June  28;  “Imitation  of  the 
Latin  Elegy  in  French  Renaissance  Poetry 
to  1544”,  Vllth  triennial  Congress  of  the 
International  Comparative  Literature  Asso- 
ciation at  Montreal,  August  13. 

Forestry 

Dean  V.  J.  Nordin  took  part  in  the 
formative  meeting  of  the  new  Association 
of  University  Forestry  Schools  of  Canada 
held  in  Quebec  City,  August  19. 

Dean  Nordin,  Profs.  K.  A.  Armson, 
and  R.  F.  Fisher,  and  R.  J.  Fessenden 
participated  in  .the  Fourth  North  American 
Forest  Soils  Conference  held  in  Quebec' 
City,  August  20-25.  Dr.  Nordin  chaired  the 
opening  session  and  Prof.  Armson  presented 
a paper  entitled  “Fertilization  Response  in 
the  Northern  Coniferous  Forest”  by  K.  A. 
Armson,  H.  H.  Krause,  and  G.  F.  Weetman 
(the  latter  two  authors  are  both  of  the 
University  of  New  Brunswick). 

U of  T medical  graduate 
appointed  Dean  in  Liberia 

Dr.  Taiwo  Daramola  has  been  ap- 
pointed the  Professor  of  Public  Health 
and  the.  Dean  of  A.  M.  Dogliotti  College 
of  Medicine,  University  of  Liberia. 

Dr.  Daramola  is  a graduate  of  the 
Faculty  of  Medicine,  U of  T (1961), 
and  also  a graduate  of  the  School  of 
Hygiene  (1964).  He  returned  to  Nigeria 
where  he  joined  the  Young  Medical  now 
the  College  of  Medicine  in  Lagos.  Until 
his  present  appointment  he  was  the  Act- 
ing Chairman  of  the  Department  of 
Community  Health,  College  of  Medicine, 
of  the  University  of  Lagos. 

His  wife,  Florence  (McClain),  a 
graduate  from  U of  T’s  Faculty  of 
Medicine  in  1962  is  a professor  and 
chairman  of  the  Department  of  Physi- 
ology, also  at  the  University  of  Liberia. 


Tuesday  and  Thursday  at  11  a.m. 
Faculty  of  Management  Studies 
246  Bloor  Street  West 
Introduction:  Conference  Room 
Tuesday  at  10  a.m. 

Thursday  at  2 p.m. 

Tour:  Room  219 
Tuesday  at  11  a.m. 

Thursday  at  3 p.m. 

New  Physics  Terminal 
Burton  Tower 
Russell  and  Huron  Street 
Tour:  Room  1202 
Monday  at  11:15  a.m. 

Wednesday  at  3:15  p.m. 

Scarborough  Terminal 
Main  Building  — Scarborough  Campus 
1265  Military  Trail 
Introduction:  Council  Chamber 
Monday,  Wednesday  and  Friday  at 

2 p.m. 

Tuesday  and  Thursday  at  11  a.m. 
Tour:  Room  S624 

Monday,  Wednesday  and  Friday  at 

3 p.m. 

Tuesday  and  Thursday  at  11  a.m. 
In  addition  to  and  in  conjunction  with 
Open  House,  a User  Forum  will  be  held 
on  Friday,  Sept.  14  at  12  noon  in  room 
202  of  the  Galbraith  Building.  Topics 
will  include  a critical  review  of  the  Open 
House  with  comments  and  suggestions 
solicited  from  the  users  as  well  as  a dis- 
cussion of  the  status  of  TSO  and  the 
new  plotting  facilities. 

Users  are  invited  to  bring  their  lunches 
- coffee  and  doughnuts  are  on  the 
Centre. 


Computer  Centre — Systems/370 
to  hold  Open  House  Sept  10-14 


